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Abstract 
A MIXED METHODS APPROACH: REACHING A COMMON UNDERSTANDING OF THE 
RATING OF TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS AND ITS PERCEIVED IMPACT ON STUDENT 
LEARNING AMONG NEW JERSEY HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS AND 
ADMINISTRATORS USING THE STRONGE TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM 
Ronald J. Maniglia, Ed. D. 
Drexel University, May 2017 
 The goal of this mixed method sequential study was to investigate the extent of the 
shared understanding between teachers and administrators in one suburban New Jersey high 
school of the behaviors and qualities of teachers rated as highly effective under the six standards 
of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System. This study also explored 
whether a relationship existed between effectiveness ratings for Teacher Practice and Student 
Growth scores. After briefly summarizing the history of teacher supervision, the literature review 
examined the four major New Jersey teacher evaluation systems and the use of value-added 
models in determining teacher effectiveness.   
 In the quantitative correlational phase of this study, teachers and administrators 
completed a web-based survey rating the effectiveness of teachers in written scenarios and a 
classroom observation video against the six Stronge performance standards. Teacher Practice and 
Student Growth scores were also extracted from the district’s evaluation database. In the 
qualitative phase, a purposeful sample of teachers and administrators were interviewed using a 
semi-structured questionnaire concerning their perceptions of the behaviors and practices of 
highly effective teachers. Triangulation was established through the integration of the results 
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from the thematic analysis of the coded interview transcripts and the statistical analysis of the 
survey and the teacher evaluation score data. 
 This study provided an opportunity for teachers and administrators to observe and rate 
the effectiveness of the same teacher using the same evaluation framework. Differences were 
found between teachers and administrators in their perceptions of the practices of effective 
teachers. The most significant disparities among teachers and administrators themselves were 
evident in the standards for Assessment of/for Learning and Professionalism. Analysis of the 
evaluation database scores suggested a minimal relationship existed between Teacher Practice 
and Student Growth. 
 Recommendations were presented for teachers, administrators, researchers and other 
policy makers regarding the use of value-added student growth measures to determine teacher 
effectiveness. Suggestions were made for developing a shared understanding of the qualities of 
“highly effective” teachers. Proposals for further research were offered to replicate and expand 
the findings of this study. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH 
Introduction to the Problem 
 Have you ever asked your students what they think makes a good teacher? The variety of 
their answers reflects the current challenge faced by school administrators when applying rubrics 
designed to evaluate the effectiveness of classroom teachers. Some evidence suggests that a 
shared common understanding of effective pedagogy remains limited among educators and when 
present is based upon inaccurate assumptions (Strong, Gargani, & Hacifazlioglu, 2011; Hamre, 
Goffin, & Kraft-Sayre, 2009). The inability to identify highly effective teachers has a significant 
impact on student achievement. Research has repeatedly demonstrated that all other things being 
equal, students educated by less effective teachers show appreciably smaller learning gains 
(Fisher & Balch-Gonzalez, 2002; Haycock, 1998).   
 In 2010, the New Teacher Project concluded that “Until a teacher’s effectiveness is 
accurately measured and matters in decision-making, the nation’s schools will never be able to 
build a thriving teacher workforce capable of realizing sustainable improvement or closing the 
achievement gap” (The New Teacher Project, 2010, p. 2). The conundrum is that effective 
teachers may possess a particular set of attitudes, approaches, strategies, or connections with 
students that are expressed in nonacademic ways, such as, positive relationships, encouragement 
of responsibility, classroom management, and organization that leads to higher achievement 
(Stronge, Ward, & Grant, 2011). To date, few systematic and comprehensive studies have been 
undertaken using alternative evaluation models or data from the same teachers over time or 
across different course offerings to examine the range of behaviors and practices of effective 
teachers (Newton, Darling-Hammond, Haertel, & Thomas, 2010). The goals and designs of 
studies further depend upon whether the researcher is seeking generalizations regarding teacher 
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effectiveness without considering the learning context and the multiple interactions among 
environmental variables (Ornstein, 1986). 
Accountability Concerns   
 The accountability provisions of Race to the Top (American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009) require school districts to implement a system to evaluate and improve teacher 
quality. The task is not only complicated by the influence of factors internal and external to the 
classroom, but also by the current limitations of teacher evaluation tools and student assessment 
methods. Improved standards-based testing and more sophisticated statistical approaches to 
collect and analyze data will not solve the problem without alignment among student-centered 
curriculum, quality classroom assessment, effective instructional practices, and accountability 
rooted in reality (Newton, Darling-Hammond, Haertel, & Thomas, 2010).   
 The National Education Association (2010) calls for tools assessing teacher effectiveness 
that considers both professional development and evaluation as integral components of the same 
process. Such evaluation systems should include opportunities to reflect on practice through 
collaboration with colleagues, self-assessment and self-directed inquiry, and participation in 
professional learning communities (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). The focus has shifted to 
treating teacher evaluation as an organizational problem involving school climate and leadership, 
student learning, and professional development (Marx, 2007). According to Thomas and Mason 
(2000), “Teacher evaluation is a complex task because teacher effectiveness is a determinant of 
complex, interacting factors, including legal, political, social, research, theory, and measurement 
factors” (p. 14).   
 In this light, the dual goals of teacher evaluation, to assure teacher quality and provide 
professional growth, may appear incompatible at face value. While the first concerns itself with 
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unbiased judgments based upon clear evaluative criteria and weighted evidence, the second 
focuses on providing neutral, supportive assistance to teachers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).  
Popham (1988) cautions against combining effectiveness measures, designed as formative 
assessments to improve teacher practice, and summative measures, with their inherent potential 
consequences. Similarly, Hinchey (2010) observes, “Assessment to improve practice requires 
that teachers be open to admitting weaknesses, which can happen only in a relatively non-
threatening environment” (p. 6). 
Measurement Challenges  
 The challenge facing researchers is that the impact of some teacher behaviors on student 
achievement may be immeasurable by current evaluation tools and nearly indistinguishable from 
the effects of other external influencing agents, such as the students’ peers and parents (Newton, 
Darling-Hammond, Haertel, & Thomas, 2010).  Although the predicted performance of teachers 
appears to be dynamic over time, only a small portion of the variability in teacher effectiveness 
estimates can be explained by observable behaviors (Goldhaber & Hansen, 2012). Some studies 
have indicated that conventionally measured teacher behaviors usually account for less than 10 
percent of the variance in learning outcomes (Anderson & Kaplan, 1974; Heath & Nielson, 1974; 
Walberg, 1971). Other research has suggested the correlation between student performance and 
teacher academic qualifications or general ability, as measured by knowledge or licensure tests, 
though positive, was insignificant or non-existent (Rockoff, Jacob, Kane, & Staiger, 2011; 
Wayne, & Youngs, 2003).  One flaw when evaluating teacher effectiveness is discounting the 
influence of their knowledge and skill sets that impact student learning on a daily basis (Odden 
& Kelly, 2008; Sigler & Kashyap, 2008). 
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 Among other considerations not adequately addressed by evaluation models are the 
functions of schools, the impact of multiple teachers, the aptitude and motivation of students, and 
the role of families in producing measurable student learning gains (Baker et al, 2010). Most 
evaluation systems have also failed to account for the potential influences attributed to overall 
school performance on the quality of classroom instruction and student learning (Toch & 
Rothman, 2008).  The results of a 2007 study of new elementary and middle school math 
teachers in New York City suggested that while no single factor may be predictive of successful 
teaching, employing a broad range of measures may assist schools in improving the quality of 
teachers (Rockoff, Jacob, Kane, & Staiger, 2011). The task is daunting given the evidence 
suggesting that within-teacher variation in effectiveness over time cannot be explained by such 
observable variables as school demographics, peer effectiveness, and experience (Goldhaber & 
Hansen, 2012). These deficiencies in the studies of teacher evaluation models highlight the 
underlying question of which qualities and behaviors of highly effective teachers significantly 
improve student learning.  
 The majority of research studies have reported teacher effectiveness through evaluative 
ratings commonly assigned by supervisors, even though these ratings have failed to align 
consistently with the measured academic progress of students (Flink, Boggiano, & Barrett, 
1990). Ratings of the same teacher by multiple observers tended to vary widely in practice. This 
disparity stemmed from the differences in background and training of evaluators and the 
frequency and duration of required classroom observations for tenured versus non-tenured 
teachers (Bourisaw, 1988; Whitehurst, Chingos, & Lindquist, 2015). The halo effect of a 
teacher’s personality traits and the inherent biases of evaluators as to their perceptions of the 
characteristics of effective teaching can further skew ratings (Clayson & Sheffet, 2006).  Value-
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added measures using average gains in student achievement scores are often introduced into 
ratings of teacher effectiveness to solve these problems, despite their inability to account 
precisely for observed differences among individual learners within a population (Haertel, 2013).   
Valued-added Measures  
 Although minimal data has been available explaining why student growth scores differ 
from observation-based teacher effectiveness measures, value-added models (VAMs) continue to 
be advocated by policymakers as an essential component of teacher evaluation (Kane, Kerr, & 
Pianta, 2014). Among the approaches, shared attribution models set appropriate aggregate impact 
indicators based upon the performance of multiple teachers or an entire school to evaluate 
individual teachers. Goal-setting approaches measure the degree of attainment of the class-level 
learning objectives established by the teacher relative to established growth expectations. Growth 
and conditional status VAMs compare the calculated mean or median student growth estimate 
for a given teacher to a set of growth standards. Shared VAMs using student growth percentiles 
(SGP) measures or Student Growth Objectives (SGO) have been the most commonly used 
approaches by states (Hall, Gagnon, Thompson, Schneider, & Marion, 2014).  
 The negative consequences of adding value-added measures outweigh most potential 
benefits. Evaluation models incorporating VAMs may encourage instructional strategies that, 
while increasing student scores, implicitly minimize practices improving the cognitive skills and 
creativity of the learner. Since high stability in effectiveness estimates reduces teachers putting 
forth even marginal efforts to increase expected productivity, any motivational effect from 
VAMs incentivizing teachers has lessened accordingly (Goldhaber & Hansen, 2012). Although 
the use of VAMs can contribute in general to meaningful dialogue between both teachers and 
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administrators concerning classroom instruction, improvements in subject area content or 
content-specific teaching strategies have been less common (Kimball, 2002).  
 Regardless of the methodology, value-added analyses depend significantly upon 
untestable statistical assumptions that fail to adequately address such external factors as the 
home and school environments, as well as the quality of instruction and its impact on student 
learning (Amrein-Beardsley, 2014; Toch & Rothman, 2008).  Consequently, individual teacher 
effectiveness ratings can vary significantly across statistical models (Newton, Darling-
Hammond, Haertel, & Thomas, 2010).  The problem lies in the inability to develop a construct 
that uniquely identifies the qualities of effective teachers even under ideal conditions (Darling-
Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012). Without clearly defining the 
intended outcomes of an evaluation system, particularly those incorporating VAMs, a common 
understanding of teacher effectiveness will remain elusive. 
Defining Teacher Effectiveness  
 Based on an analysis of research, policy, and standards concerning teacher quality, Goe, 
Bell, and Little (2008) concluded that effective teachers: 
• Contribute to positive academic, attitudinal, and social outcomes for students 
• Use diverse resources to plan and structure engaging learning opportunities; monitor 
student progress formatively, adapting instruction as needed; and evaluate learning 
using multiple sources of evidence  
• Contribute to the development of classrooms and schools that value diversity and 
civic-mindedness  
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• Collaborate with other teachers, administrators, parents, and education professionals 
to ensure student success, particularly the success of students with special needs and 
those at high risk for failure  
• Have high expectations for all students and help students learn, as measured by value-
added or other test-based growth measures, or by alternative measures (p. 7). 
 These findings are neither exhaustive nor provide any objective criteria to differentiate 
effective from highly effective teachers. Not surprisingly, the majority of evaluation systems 
have also failed to provide feedback and support to assist teachers in distinguishing effective 
from ineffective teachers (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).  Current evaluation frameworks 
have tended to base performance expectations upon broad domains of practice, which can 
unintentionally de-emphasize the personal traits of teachers highly valued by administrators, 
such as empathy towards learners. In this regard, the evaluation method itself may not only affect 
the teachers rewarded in the short-term, but the qualities of the workforce and the instructional 
activities employed by teachers in the long-term (Harris, Inge, & Rutledge, 2014).   
 The leading standards-based teacher evaluation frameworks include performance 
expectations based upon broad domains of practice, a set of comprehensive standards drawn 
from research and theory on instruction, and specific rubric-scored criteria (Danielson, 2014; 
Marshall, 2013; Marzano,  Frontier,  & Livingston, 2011; Stronge, 2007).  However, the format, 
depth, and acceptability of feedback have tended to vary depending upon many factors including 
the qualifications of the rater-observers and the relationship of the teacher with evaluators 
(Jerald, 2012).  Although overall teacher job satisfaction does not directly improve because of 
teacher evaluation systems, the perceived effectiveness of these models does increase when 
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teachers view evaluation standards as understandable and relevant to quality teaching (Conley, 
Muncy, & You, 2005).   
Teacher Evaluation in New Jersey  
 In the 2013-14 Final Achieve NJ Implementation Report, Assistant Commissioner of 
Education, Peter Shulman, commented that the first year of the new state teacher evaluation 
system was, “... a significant step forward [as educators were] no longer subject to a single-
measure evaluation with binary results that fail to differentiate strengths and weaknesses” (p. 3). 
The 2012 Teacher Effectiveness and Accountability for the Children of New Jersey Act set forth 
the following goals: 
• Establishing a universal vision of highly effective teaching practice based on a 
common language and clear expectations 
• Implementing teacher practice measures that yield accurate and differentiated levels 
of performance 
• Providing teachers with timely, actionable and data-driven feedback 
• Providing teachers with targeted professional development opportunities aligned to 
assessment and feedback to support their growth 
• Using multiple measures of performance data to inform personnel decisions 
(“NJDOE Technical Assistance Webinar”, 2012, slide 7). 
 Among the evaluation systems approved for adoption by New Jersey school districts, the 
Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System (TEPES) by Dr. James H. Stronge is the 
second most frequently selected model after Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching 
Evaluation Instrument. The research-based TEPES model includes a set of seven performance 
standards targeting professional knowledge, planning, instructional delivery, assessment of/for 
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learning, classroom environment, professionalism, and student progress. Dr. Stronge (2012) calls 
for evaluators to assess the effectiveness of teachers against these standards based on specific 
performance indicators (see Figure 1.1) using multiple data sources as evidence:  
The assumption upon which a system of teacher performance standards is built is that 
teachers … are far more alike than they are different. Nonetheless, while the use of a 
common set of performance standards tends to work very well for most teachers, preK-
12, the actual work of a high school teacher (for example, a chemistry teacher) differs 
markedly from that of a fourth grade teacher (p. 5). 
 
Standard 1: Professional Knowledge  
The teacher demonstrates an understanding of the curriculum, subject content, and the developmental needs of 
students by providing relevant learning experiences.  
Sample Performance Indicators (Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.)  
1.1 Addresses relevant curriculum standards.  
1.2 Integrates key content elements and facilitates students’ use of higher-level thinking skills in instruction.  
1.3 Demonstrates ability to link present content with past and future learning experiences, other subject areas, 
and real-world experiences and applications.  
1.4 Demonstrates an accurate, current, and deep knowledge of the subject matter and a working knowledge of 
relevant technology.  
1.5 Exhibits pedagogical skills relevant to the subject area(s) taught and best practices based on current 
research.  
1.6 Bases instruction on goals that reflect high expectations for all students commensurate with their 
developmental levels.  
1.7 Demonstrates an understanding of the intellectual, social, emotional, and physical development of the age 
group.  
1.8 Demonstrates an understanding of appropriate accommodations for diverse learners (e.g., English learners, 
gifted learners, students with special needs, etc.).  
1.9 Uses precise language, correct vocabulary and grammar, and acceptable forms of communication as it 
relates to a specific discipline and/or grade level.  
Figure 1.1. Standard 1 Performance Indicators from Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System 
Handbook by Dr. James H. Stronge and Dr. Virginia C. Tonneson, 2015, p. 23. Copyright 2015 by Stronge & 
Associates Educational Consulting, LLC. 
 A comprehensive diagnostic profile of teacher performance is reported through a four-
point rating scale (see Figure 1.2) ranging from ineffective to highly effective aligned to clearly 
defined appraisal rubrics. Achieve NJ (http://www.state.nj.us/education/AchieveNJ/resources/) 
requires the Summative Score (see Table 1) for high school teachers be calculated based upon 
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80% of the Teacher Practice score and 20% of the student academic growth (SGO) score. In 
August of 2016, the NJDOE rolled back the weightings to 85% for Teacher Practice and 15% for 
student academic growth. 
Highly Effective 
In addition to meeting the 
requirements for 
Effective  
Effective 
Effective is the expected 
level of performance. 
 
Partially Effective 
 
Ineffective 
The teacher continually 
enriches the curriculum 
and serves as a role model 
in his/her knowledge of the 
subject matter and the 
proper pedagogy for the 
content and developmental 
needs of students. 
The teacher 
demonstrates an 
understanding of the 
curriculum, subject 
content, and the 
developmental needs 
of students by 
providing relevant 
  
The teacher is 
inconsistent in 
demonstrating an 
understanding of the 
curriculum, content, and 
student development or 
lacks fluidity in using 
the knowledge in 
 
The teacher 
demonstrates an 
inadequate 
understanding of the 
curriculum, content, 
or student 
development, or fails 
to use the knowledge 
  Figure 1.2. Performance Standard  1 Appraisal Rubric from Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System 
Handbook by Dr. James H. Stronge and Dr. Virginia C. Tonneson, 2015, p. 24. Copyright 2015 by Stronge & 
Associates Educational Consulting, LLC. 
Table 1  
Sample calculation of teacher Summative score 
 
Performance Standard Score Max Criteria Avg 
Standard 1 – Professional Knowledge 4 4 1 4 
Standard 2 – Instructional Planning 3 4 1 3 
Standard 3 – Instructional Delivery 6 8 2 3 
Standard 4 – Assessment of/for Learning 3 4 1 3 
Standard 5 – Learning Environment 4 4 1 4 
Standard 6 – Professionalism 3 4 1 3 
Educator Practice Score (80%): 3.29    
Standard 7 – Student Growth (SGO) 8 8 2 4 
Student Growth Score (20%): 4.00    
Summative Score/Ratinga: 3.43 Effective 
aSummative Score Effectiveness Rating Scale: Highly Effective (3.5-4.0), Effective (2.65-3.49), Partially 
Effective (1.85-2.64), and Ineffective (0-1.84). 
 
 Effective August 2016, New Jersey administrators must perform at least three twenty 
minute classroom observations for non-tenured teachers and two observations for tenured 
teachers. Every teacher must have at least one unannounced and one announced observation with 
a pre-conference. Post conferences are required for all observations regardless of tenure status. In 
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the Stronge model, teachers maintain professional development and evidential documentation 
logs associated with particular TEPES performance standards.  Additionally, the summative 
results from an end-of-course student survey are self-reported by the teacher.   
Statement of the Problem 
 The problem is how to differentiate precisely the teacher behaviors and practices that 
contribute to measurable increases in student learning. Most research on the question of teacher 
effectiveness has been driven by process-product theory based on the assumption that the teacher 
is the single most important influence on student achievement.  The ability of an evaluation 
model to assess reliably and accurately teacher effectiveness can potentially effect student 
achievement, teacher tenure and employment, and the retention and recruitment of individuals 
into the profession. The challenge is designing an evaluative system rooted in a shared 
understanding of the characteristics and measures of effective teaching.  
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
Purpose Statement  
 The purpose of this mixed method sequential explanatory research study was to explore 
the extent to which teachers and administrators agree upon the behaviors and qualities that 
warrant rating a high school teacher as highly effective under each of the six performance 
standards of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System. The study 
explored whether a significant relationship existed between ratings assigned by administrators in 
each of the six standards of Teacher Practice and the Student Growth rating derived from scores 
from teacher-made pre- and post- subject area tests.   
 In the quantitative first phase of this study, a convenience sample of full-time certified 
regular and special education teachers and administrators from the same suburban New Jersey 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS  12 
 
school district rated the effectiveness of teachers described in written scenarios and depicted in a 
recording of a classroom observation against the six Stronge performance standards. Rating 
scores in each of the six standards of Teacher Practice and the standard for student academic 
growth were also be collected from the summative Composite Score Report for each of the high 
school teachers in the district. 
  In the qualitative second phase of this study, a purposeful sample of full-time certified 
regular and special education teachers and administrators from the same suburban New Jersey 
school district were individually interviewed using a semi-structured questionnaire as to their 
perceptions of the behaviors and practices of highly effective teachers. The data gathered from 
the quantitative first phase informed and guided the questions used in the qualitative second 
phase of the study. 
 Significance of the Problem 
 This research study provided an opportunity for both teachers and administrators, under 
simulated structured conditions, to observe the same teacher at the same time using the same 
evaluation framework to rate the effectiveness of an individual teacher. Although NJ Achieve 
regulations require evaluators to co-observe at least one teacher during each school year to 
confirm inter-rater reliability, no such requirement applies to administrators and teachers co-
observing the same teacher.  Part of the challenge of peer observation is the need for critical 
reflection as well as providing and accepting feedback from colleagues within the context of a 
collaborative professional setting (Bell, 2005). The quantitative portion of this research asked 
participating teachers and administrators to rate the effectiveness of teachers against the six 
Stronge performance standards using text-based observational scenarios and a recording of a 
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teacher during classroom instruction. During the subsequent qualitative phase, selected teachers 
and administrators shared their opinions on the qualities of highly effective teachers. 
 Beside the potential negative impact of less than effective teachers on student learning, 
the need for this study was urgent given the possible revocation of tenure or dismissal for those 
teachers rated overall ineffective for two consecutive evaluation cycles. Summative data of 
113,126 teachers from the first year of Achieve NJ (2015) indicated that approximately 3% of 
educators were rated Partially Effective or Ineffective as compared to less than 0.8% deemed 
“not acceptable” during the prior year. The 2,900 New Jersey teachers identified for remediation 
or for possible charges of inefficiency were responsible for instructing approximately 180,000 or 
13% of all students.  
 The results of this study informed teachers, administrators, researchers and other 
professionals of the relationship between the standards of Teacher Practice and Student Growth 
measures. Despite the commonalities among the most widely adopted teacher evaluation 
frameworks regarding the qualities attributed to effective teachers, sufficient differences exist in 
methodology to raise concerns over the use of these tools when making personnel decisions. The 
study informed stakeholders how feedback from Stronge TEPES may have improved student 
achievement and which teacher practice influenced the delivery of the curriculum and 
assessment of student progress. Given the cost opportunities to provide new teacher induction 
programs, mentoring, and ongoing professional development, this study provided guidance to 
Boards of Education and school administrators as to which areas to best allocate limited 
resources. 
  The research proposed in this study was further designed to add to the literature by 
identifying the perceptions of teachers and administrators as to the characteristics and behaviors 
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that distinguish highly effective teachers from effective teachers.  This study extended the 2011 
research conducted by Stronge, Ward, and Grant replicating a 2007 study by Stronge, Ward, 
Tucker, and Hindman. The focus of the 2007 research was to determine the instructional 
behaviors and practices of effective teaching as defined by measured increases in student 
learning on the content-specific Virginia Standards of Learning Assessment. The researchers 
found effective teachers exhibited differentiation and complexity of instructional strategies with 
an emphasis on meaning; employed higher-order questioning practices; demonstrated a high 
degree of respect and fairness towards students, and minimized disruptive and off-task student 
classroom behaviors. 
 The absence of a clearly defined, shared understanding of the characteristics of and 
external factors contributing to effective teacher practice encourages inconsistencies among 
school administrators responsible for conducting annual teacher evaluations. Research has shown 
discrepancies in the interpretations of the meanings of evaluative descriptors and the influence of 
personal beliefs or biases can be minimized by training that leads to overall improvements in 
rating accuracy, reliability, and validity (Gorman & Rentsch, 2009). This study furthered the 
common understanding of those practices of highly effective teachers that have been shown to 
improve gains in student achievement. Without ongoing training and monitoring of evaluators, 
maintaining inter-rater agreement is a continuing challenge for school districts (Graham, 
Milanowski, & Miller, 2012). 
   Policymakers and school district leaders have traditionally associated growth in student 
learning with increases in student scores on high-stakes tests (Amrein-Beardsley, 2014; Heubert 
& Hasuer, 1999). With few exceptions, statisticians, psychometricians, and economists agree that 
employing only student test scores as indicators of teacher effectiveness is unreliable and invalid 
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even when applying value-added modeling (Baker et al, 2010).  The inability to adequately 
control for internal and external threats to validity using statistical analyses has been a challenge 
for researchers. By focusing on the relationship between the Student Growth score and the 
Teacher Practice ratings in each of the six performance standards, this study attempted to 
minimize the effects of extraneous factors.  Finally, the study provided insights into the relative 
importance of value-added models in determining teacher effectiveness. 
Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding 
 The following research questions and sub-questions were addressed in the quantitative 
phase of the sequential explanatory mixed methods study: 
 RQ1: Is there a significant difference between the ratings assigned by the teachers and 
those assigned by the district administrators in the New Jersey high school district under each of 
the six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as depicted in a 
classroom observational video?  
(a) Is there a significant difference among the ratings assigned by district administrators 
under each of the six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as 
depicted in a classroom observational video? 
(b) Is there a significant difference among the ratings assigned by teachers under each of the 
six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as depicted in a 
classroom observational video? 
 RQ2: Is there a significant relationship among the rating scores of the six performance 
standards of Teacher Practice and the rating score for Student Growth among the New Jersey 
high school teachers in the district? 
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(a) Is there a significant relationship among the effectiveness ratings assigned by 
administrators in each of the six Teacher Practice performance standards? 
(b) Is there a significant relationship in effectiveness ratings by department affiliation in the 
scores assigned to teachers rated highly effective versus effective? 
 The following central question and sub-questions were addressed in the qualitative phase:
 RQ3: How do the perceptions of teachers and administrators differ as to the behaviors 
and practices of highly effective classroom teachers within the New Jersey high school district? 
(a) What differences exist in the perceptions among teachers as to the behaviors and 
practices of highly effective classroom teachers?  
(b) What differences exist in the perceptions among district administrators as to the 
behaviors and practices of highly effective classroom teachers? 
The Conceptual Framework 
Researcher’s Stance and Experiential Base 
 In response to the implementation of No Child Left Behind in 2002 and Race to the Top 
in 2009, school districts have adopted performance-based teacher evaluation instruments, such as 
the Stronge TEPES model, grounded in the constructivist theory of teaching and learning. A 
study of the efficacy of teacher evaluation from a constructivist vantage point is aligned with 
current research on teaching and learning (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). For a constructivist-
based evaluation protocol to yield meaningful, actionable feedback that improves teaching and 
learning, both administrators and teachers must share this perspective.  
 Re-adopted New Jersey Administrative Code (2015) concerning professional standards 
states that teachers should enable students “to construct meaning and make sense of the world 
[by promoting] the development of critical and creative thinking, problem-solving and decision-
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making skills [and by understanding] how student learning is influenced by individual 
experiences, talents and prior learning." Based upon the contributions of theorists, including 
Piaget (1970), Dewey (1938), and Vygotsky (1978), an ideal constructivist classroom would be 
characterized by teachers employing higher-order questioning techniques, problem-based 
learning, cooperative learning, and project-based assessment (Applefield, Huber, & Moallem, 
2001; Goodwin, & Webb, 2014).  
 The performance standards of the Stronge TEPES model promote a constructivist view 
wherein effective teachers plan lessons based on an understanding of the prior knowledge and 
misconceptions of the learner. Effective teachers deliver classroom instruction by facilitating 
engaging learning activities that encourage students to create and to reflect upon their own 
knowledge. From my experience as a high school science teacher, I find that students gain new 
insights and practical problem-solving skills by participating in real world, inquiry-based 
learning activities. Expert teachers appreciate this construct by designing and guiding instruction 
that challenges students to develop a sense of their personal learning style.  In this context, 
course curriculum, with instructional goals and objectives rooted in Piaget's constructivism, 
should emphasize thoughtfulness and independent thinking and be aligned with formative and 
summative assessments based on classroom observation and performance-based instruments 
(Otis, 1993).  
 According to Applebaum (2011), phenomenological praxis challenges the researcher to 
investigate a problem through a path that “does not end with one's subjective experience or even 
with the experience of one's own research participants [but] reaches out toward ... the larger 
community of meaning” (p. 532). Giorgi (2005) explains that the clarification of one’s 
experience through phenomenological analysis “can lead to constructive change because there is 
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often a discrepancy between what we are actually living and what we think we are living” (p. 
77). Although a phenomenological approach is usually associated with purely qualitative 
investigations, in the context of this study, I intend to “describe as accurately as possible the 
phenomenon, refraining from any pre-given framework, but remaining true to the facts” 
(Groenewald, 2004, p. 5).  
 As the district’s science-technology and business department supervisor, the researcher 
expects teachers to demonstrate instructional and assessment practices that promote student-
centered discovery learning and divergent thinking based on prior knowledge and experiences, 
and collaborative peer interactions. When evaluating teachers using the Stronge TEPES model, 
the researcher distinguishes highly effective teachers by their ability to design constructivist 
lessons with specific yet flexible curriculum objectives aligned with local content standards that 
include authentic learning tasks. Moreover, the teacher should understand not only the central 
concepts, tools of inquiry, and structures of the content area, but also how students construct 
knowledge, acquire skills, and develop critical thinking. In my experience, expert teachers 
effectively use multiple representations to explain concepts and model strategies that guide 
learners to understand, question, and analyze ideas from diverse perspectives. The classroom 
environment should support individual and collaborative learning as well as encourage positive 
social interaction, active engagement, and student self- motivation. 
 As a member of the district’s leadership team, the researcher has found an apparent 
absence of a shared understanding among administrators of the characteristics that distinguish 
highly effective teachers. The disparity among administrators has led to inconsistencies in the 
summative effectiveness ratings assigned to teachers within and across academic departments 
even with the practice of annual inter-rater reliability calibrations through co-observations. To 
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illustrate the challenge, data from the 2015-2016 evaluation cycle showed a range from 12% to 
78% of teachers rated highly effective in the TEPES performance standard of professionalism 
depending on their department affiliation. Clearly, reaching a consensus among administrators of 
the practices and behaviors of highly effective teachers is a matter requiring immediate attention.  
Conceptual Framework   
 Reaching a common understanding among and between administrators and teachers of 
the behaviors and practices of highly effective teachers has developed from a funneling of three 
perspectives (see Figure 1.3). Foremost, the history and philosophical underpinnings of teacher 
supervision have influenced the selection of current teacher evaluation systems. In New Jersey, 
the predominant evaluation models rely on the instructional theory of effective teaching practice 
proposed by Madeline Hunter’s clinical approach to teacher supervision.  
 Secondly, the effectiveness ratings assigned to teachers by administrators reflects their 
understanding of the performance indicators within each domain of the particular evaluation 
model adopted by the district. In New Jersey, the choice of the system and the weight given to 
any one component of Teacher Practice rests entirely with each local district in keeping with 
their individual mission and vision. Finally, beyond any specific state mandates, the importance 
given to value-added measures in a summative teacher effectiveness rating depends on the 
district’s unique approach to curriculum, instruction, and assessment. A shared understanding of 
teacher effectiveness emerges from this conceptual funnel as a result of a mixing of these three 
streams.   
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Figure 1.3. Conceptual Funneling of Three Streams prepared by Ronald Maniglia to illustrate 
relationship between streams of literature review 
 
 First stream. The first literature stream will review the history of teacher evaluation 
beginning with the origins of scientific supervision from two different, irreconcilable 
perspectives proposed by Dewey (1938) and Wetzel (1929). Referencing the work of Whitehead 
(1952), promoting multiple full observations with post-conferencing, Goldhammer (1969) 
introduces a clinical supervision approach that forms the basis of Madeline Hunter's didactic, 
technical model (1982). Twenty-five years later, The New Teacher Project (2009) finds a 
disturbing trend in teacher evaluation, coined the Widget Effect, in which every teacher is 
viewed as an interchangeable part and is rated as effective. Next-generation evaluation 
frameworks by Danielson (2014), Stronge (2012), Marzano (2013), and others consider a 
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standards-based approach with indicators of successful teaching and learning. To effect change 
in schools, such as the implementation of a meaningful teacher evaluation system, will require 
forward-looking school leadership (Bell et al., 2012; Davis, Ellett, & Annunziata, 2002; Fullan, 
2011).  
 Second stream. The second stream will examine the challenges faced by designers of 
evaluation frameworks attempting to meet disparate administrative and developmental purposes 
(Firestone, 2014). An overview of the components of the four most widely used New Jersey 
educator evaluation models1 will be presented including the Charlotte Danielson's Framework 
for Teaching Evaluation Instrument, the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation 
System (TEPES), the Marzano Causal Observational Protocol, and the Mid-continental Research 
for Education and Learning (McREL) Teacher Evaluation Standards. Attempts to define the 
behaviors and practices that differentiate highly effective teachers continue to be a dilemma for 
any evaluation system (Cantrell & Kane, 2013; Looney, 2011; Milanowski, 2011). While 
Danielson (2007) reserves the distinguished level for master teachers who contribute to the 
profession, the McREL framework defines the same individual as one who exceeds basic 
competence on performance standards (Williams, 2009).  Marzano (2011) considers valued-
added achievement scores along with characteristics of teacher-leaders when identifying highly 
effective individuals. Stronge (2012) describes the top tier of teachers as those whose 
performance surpasses the expected standard of effectiveness. 
                                                          
1 New Jersey school districts can either select from among the current 25 state-approved models or develop their 
own evaluation framework with evidence of validity. The system must include four categories for teacher ratings 
based on multiple measures of student learning and growth and classroom observations. Supports must also be in 
place to meet other implementation requirements such as teacher and administrator training. Historically in New 
Jersey, Charlotte Danielson’s framework has been the most widely adopted teacher evaluation instrument which 
accounts for its predominance among systems selected by districts.   
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 Third stream. The third stream will discuss whether value-added models yield accurate 
estimates of the effect of teachers on student learning (Lipscomb, The, Gill, Chiang, & Owens, 
2010) based on the assumption that students are randomly assigned to teachers who solely 
contribute to gains in achievement as measured by standardized tests (Darling-Hammond, 2015). 
Compliance with NCLB waivers has resulted in more than two-thirds of states requiring 
measures of student growth and achievement be a factor in teacher effectiveness ratings, despite 
value-added modeling being deemed an inappropriate measure for evaluating individual teachers 
(Baker et al., 2010; Darling-Hammond et. al, 2012). Several states, including New Jersey, have 
opted for an alternative measure using Student Growth Objectives (Hall et al., 2014) based on 
scores from teacher-made tests aligned with course curriculum (Croft & Buddin, 2015). 
Definition of Terms 
 The following definitions are provided to ensure consistent interpretation of key terms 
throughout this study: 
 Individual professional development plan: written statement of goals collaboratively 
developed by the teacher and administrator aligned with professional standards and derived from 
the annual evaluation process that addresses specific individual, district or school needs and 
“grounds professional development activities in objectives related to improving teaching, 
learning, and student achievement”  (Teach NJ 18A:6-119). 
 Multiple objective measures of student learning: results from formal and informal 
assessments of students based on teacher-developed Student Growth Objectives (SGOs) and/or 
performance assessments including teacher-made, statewide high-stakes, district-established or 
other standardized assessments of students  (Teach NJ 18A:6-119). 
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 Observations: formal (long) or informal (short or walkthrough) classroom visits made by 
the evaluator “as one source of information to determine whether a teacher is meeting the 
performance standards” (Stronge, 2012, p. 6). 
 Performance indicators: “examples of observable, tangible behaviors for each standard” 
(Stronge, 2012, p. 3). 
 Performance standards: “the major duties performed by a teacher” (Stronge, 2012, p. 2). 
 Performance rubrics: “behavioral summary scale that guides evaluators in assessing how 
well a standard is performed” (Stronge, 2012, p. 4). The rubric states a qualitative description of 
the expected performance of the teacher at the highly effective, effective, partially effective, and 
ineffective levels. 
 Student growth: “change in student achievement for an individual student between two or 
more points in time” (Race to the Top Executive Summary, 2012, p. 18).  For non-tested subjects 
results on pre-tests, end-of-course tests, and objective performance-based assessments may be 
used as well as performance defined against student learning objectives (SGOs) and other 
measures that are rigorous and comparable across schools. 
 Student Growth Objectives (SGOs): “specific, measurable objectives based on the 
demands of the curriculum, educational environment, and needs of the students” (Stronge, 2012, 
p.14). 
 Teacher evaluation system: process designed to promote continuous improvement of 
instruction from frequent evaluations of teachers that meaningfully differentiates performance 
through multiple valid means including data on student growth and other measures of 
professional practice. The system must provide clear, timely, and useful feedback that identifies 
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needs, guides professional development, and informs personnel decisions (Race to the Top 
Executive Summary, 2012, p. 19).  
 Value-added models: “category of statistical models that use student achievement data 
over time to measure students’ learning gain” (Kim & Lalancette, 2013, p. 4).  
Assumptions and Limitations 
Assumptions 
 The following assumptions were made in the performance of this research study: 
1. The scenarios and recorded classroom observation developed for the survey 
instrument included sufficient details to distinguish the behaviors and practices of 
highly effective teachers.  
2. The survey instrument and archival teacher evaluation database provided 
sufficiently valid and reliable information to support or reject the hypotheses 
stated in the quantitative phase of the study.  
3. The results of the quantitative phase revealed sufficient correlational trends 
between the variables to focus the questions formulated for the semi-structured 
interviews during the qualitative phase of the study. 
4. The study participants possessed the experience, ability, and willingness to 
differentiate honestly the classroom practices of highly effective teachers from 
effective teachers in their responses to the survey and interview questions.  
Limitations  
 The following limitations were acknowledged in the performance of this research study: 
1. The results may not have been generalizable beyond the research site since the 
study participants will be limited to a convenience sample of a full-time New 
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Jersey certified high school teachers employed at the researcher’s suburban school 
district. According to Creswell (2015), such a nonprobability sampling includes 
available persons who “represent some characteristic the investigator seeks to 
study ... [but] the researcher cannot say with confidence that the individuals are 
representative of the population” (p. 144). External validity may have been 
impacted by the researcher’s prior knowledge of the roles of the participants, as 
either teachers or administrators, thereby biasing the interpretation of the findings 
rendering the study results non-transferrable to other situations (Creswell, 2015). 
The intrinsic motivation of teachers and administrators to participate in the study 
may have also introduced a selection-effect bias limiting the degree to which the 
findings can be applied to other schools (Collier & Mahoney, 1996). Merriam 
(2009) addresses these concerns by noting that, “The general lies in the particular; 
that is, what we learn in a particular situation can transfer or generalize to similar 
situations subsequently encountered” (p. 225). 
2. The methodology of the study may have raised concerns since the researcher is a 
district administrator. The approach can “raise questions about whether good data 
can be collected when the act of data collection may introduce power imbalance 
between the researcher and the individuals being studied” (Creswell, 2007, p. 
122). Since the researcher as a district administrator evaluates teachers and has a 
vested interest in the Stronge TEPES system as OASYS database manager, survey 
respondents and interviewees may not have responded honestly creating a 
potential threat to the internal and external validity of the study.  Evidence of 
convergence between the themes identified from the interview transcripts, the 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS  26 
 
statistical results from the anonymous survey, and the literature were used to 
address this concern. 
3. The results may not have been reliable in the traditional sense of reproducibility 
in pure experimental research designs owing to the uniqueness of the site and the 
study participants. Merriam (2009) points out that, “The question then is not 
whether the findings will be found again but whether the results are consistent 
with the data collected” (p. 221). The depth of the study results derived from 
multiple sources of evidence should have minimized this concern.   
4. The calculation of the summative teacher rating on the Composite Score Report 
may not have been consistent with other school districts using the New Jersey 
Stronge TEPES system. Although NJDOE allocates Student Growth as 20% of 
the final rating for non-tested subject area teachers, local districts have the 
discretion to weight the components comprising the remaining 80% of Teacher 
Practice. The study site placed greater emphasis on the standard for instructional 
delivery over others such as classroom management and instructional planning.  
5. The rigor of the SGO pre- and post- tests regarding depth of knowledge and 
alignment with local curriculum standards may have been inconsistent among 
teachers and across academic departments without a uniform standard of quality 
assurance. The interpretation of the results of the assessment data may have 
varied among teachers depending on their level of skill and training. The Teacher 
SGO Score was based on relative gains in student achievement as measured by 
scores calculated from assessments designed, administered, graded, and analyzed 
by the teacher subject to the review and approval of the department supervisor.  
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Summary 
 This chapter introduced the questions of how one can identify the distinguishing 
characteristics of highly effective teachers and the extent to which these individuals can 
contribute to measurable gains in student learning. The study considered the inherent limitations 
of standards-based teacher evaluation systems and the appropriateness of including value-added 
measures of student growth. Similar to the other prevailing teacher evaluation systems grounded 
in a constructivist approach to teaching and learning, the Stronge TEPES framework, provides 
feedback to teachers intended to improve instruction based on research-based performance 
expectations. However, an apparent conflict arises when teacher evaluation systems must ensure 
both the public demand for quality assurance and the need for ongoing professional 
development.  
 An overview of Chapter Two is presented which provides a theoretical framework for the 
three research questions. The three streams of the literature review begin with a historical review 
of teacher evaluation, followed by an examination of the four most widely used New Jersey 
educator evaluation models, and ends with an analysis of value-added modeling. This first 
chapter concluded with definitions of several key terms and a discussion of the major 
assumptions and limitations of the study. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
 Teacher evaluation policies started to change in 2008 with the enactment of federal 
funding opportunities such as Race to the Top (RTTT) and the availability of waivers from the 
No Child Left Behind Act ([NCLB], 2001, P. L. 107-110). These mandates spurred reforms by 
states to implement high-quality educator evaluation systems. The intent was to move from 
perfunctory and often punitive evaluations of the past to meaningful exchanges between teachers 
and administrators. In theory, constructive feedback would drive professional growth leading to 
measurable improvements in student learning (Minnici, 2014). As Muñoz and Chang (2007) 
observed, “Teacher characteristics and student growth have an elusive relationship, but practice 
in the classrooms tells us that they are two intertwined concepts” (p. 160).  Although no apparent 
correlation exists between observed teacher practices and value-added scores, many states have 
adopted VAMs in an attempt to equate teacher effectiveness with relative gains in student 
academic growth (Kimball, White, Milanowski, & Borman, 2004). Further absent from the 
implementation of new teacher evaluation systems is an agreed on understanding among teachers 
and administrators of the behaviors and practices of effective teacher practice.  
 This literature review begins with a brief examination of the historical context of the 
approaches to teacher supervision underlying current evaluation frameworks. An overview 
follows of the key elements of the four most prevalent research-based evaluation systems used 
by New Jersey school districts: Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Evaluation 
Instrument, the Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System (TEPES) by Dr. James 
Stronge, Robert Marzano’s Causal Observational Protocol and the Mid-continental Research for 
Education and Learning (McREL) Teacher Evaluation Standards.  The challenge of defining the 
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characteristics of effective teachers sets the stage for a discussion of the current research on 
value-added measures. The literature addresses the question of the appropriateness of these 
measures as a stand-alone model or as a component of a standards-based approach to evaluating 
teacher quality and performance effectiveness. The efficacy of Student Growth Objectives 
(SGO) is examined in light of their use in the New Jersey teacher evaluation system. The review 
concludes with a summary of some of the key points and areas of further study. 
Literature Review 
Historical Context of Teacher Supervision 
 Overall trends.  Approaches to evaluating teacher effectiveness historically have ranged 
from classroom observations, designed to measure teacher practices against a set of standards, to 
value-added models, which use student test scores to measure the teacher’s contribution to 
growth in student achievement (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008).  Supervision has progressed from the 
promotion of democratic ideals and scientific management of the 1800s to a combination of the 
Madeline Hunter model and the clinical supervision approach of the 1960s. (Marzano, Frontier, 
& Livingston, 2011). Until the recent introduction of models by Danielson, Marzano, and 
Stronge, most evaluation systems relied on the Hunter approach that used norm-referenced, 
multiple-choice tests of low-level knowledge as measures of student achievement.   
 As our understanding of human learning has changed, the emphasis has shifted to how 
best to assess the student's ability to solve problems and apply knowledge.  The notion of quality 
learning and effective teaching has consequently progressed from a traditional behaviorist to a 
modern constructivist view (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).  Despite this change in perspective, 
the development and analyses of models to evaluate teacher effectiveness has been characterized 
by overly optimistic interpretations of the supporting literature and a tendency to ignore research 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS  30 
 
design limitations by not accounting for the influence of other school-level factors (Hallinger, 
Heck, & Murphy, 2014). What follows is a brief overview of the history of teacher supervision 
in the United States. 
 Origins of scientific supervision. Regarded as community servants, the responsibility 
for the employment and evaluation of teachers in the 1700s was assigned to religious leaders or 
supervisory bodies under the auspices of local government. The clergy’s lack of pedagogical 
knowledge precluded any informed decision-making on teacher effectiveness.  Without the status 
of a professional discipline and any consensus as to the makings of expert teaching, minimal 
feedback was provided to classroom instructors (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011). In the 
1800s, the growth of industrialism spurred hierarchical school bureaucracies with building 
administrators assuming supervisory responsibilities. As Tracy (1995) explains, “Rather than 
simply understanding the mores of the community, the supervisor now needed to have subject 
area knowledge and teaching skills” (p. 323). With this acknowledgment, evaluative feedback 
was now considered the key to improving the efficiency of instruction (Piraino, Jr., 2006). 
 Believing democracy was the basis of human endeavor, Dewey (1938) in the early 20th 
century promoted the notion of student-centered differentiated instruction where content areas 
were integrated and connected to the real world with the learner as an active participant. During 
this same period, Ellwood Cubberly (1922) drafted a guide to public school administration based 
on a rigorous factory model approach to management by Frederick Taylor and applied to 
schooling by Edward Thorndike. The publication emphasized data analysis of observational 
measurements and described how supervisors could use a rating scale and provide narrative 
feedback to teachers to ensure productivity. In his approach to scientific supervision, William 
Wetzel (1929) introduced ability level aptitude tests and other measures of student learning 
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together with the setting of clear, quantifiable course objectives to examine effective teacher 
practice. The failure to reconcile the approaches of Wetzel and Dewey is evident in the present-
day discussion of the functions of teacher evaluation. 
 The often-cited dysfunctionality of school districts can be traced to the administrative 
progressives of the early twentieth century who attempted to apply the efficiency of industrialism 
through scientific management to disentangle education from political influences. However, by 
rewarding compliance through machine-like standardization over professional judgment and by 
isolating schools from communities, a system was created discouraging the sharing of innovative 
best practices (Burney, Canada, Corcoran, & Erskine, 2002). Following World War II, Lewis 
and Leps (1946) proposed including democratic ideals, opportunities for initiative, understanding 
of human limitations, shared decision-making, and delegation of responsibility as hallmarks of 
supervision. During this time, supervisors assumed defined added managerial responsibility for a 
wide range of school logistics including oversight of curriculum, instructional staff, classroom 
environment, allocation of instructional resources, support services, and partnerships with local 
stakeholders and agencies (Swearingen, 1946). The supervisor’s role further expanded to include 
among other tasks, classroom observations, teacher recruitment, and regular meetings with 
school principals, students, parents, and members of professional organizations (Melchoir, 1950; 
Thompson, 1952). 
 Approaches to clinical supervision. Robert Goldhammer’s (1969) holistic and collegial 
clinical supervision model was grounded in the writings of Matthew Whitehead (1952) who 
advocated multiple full observations of classroom teaching followed by reflective professional 
dialogue that examined the collected data. The teacher was now recognized as an individual with 
unique skills and emotional needs who could benefit from critical feedback to improve practice. 
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While acknowledging that evaluator bias could distort meaningful teacher feedback, Morris 
Cogan nonetheless linked observations of specific classroom behaviors with the ongoing 
professional development of teachers (Garman, 1986). The dual purpose of supervision, namely, 
the evaluation of teacher effectiveness and the promotion of professional growth, were coming 
into focus during the 1970s. 
 Madeline Hunter's Instructional Theory Into Practice model (1982) defined teaching as a 
series of decisions regarding subject area content based on the relationship between the student's 
prior knowledge and planned instruction. Teachers must make decisions identifying not only 
learning behaviors and evidence of learning, but also which research-based principles of learning 
would increase student achievement (Garman, Glickman, Hunter, & Haggerson, 1987). As part 
of extensive professional development, teachers were trained in the Hunter method of direct 
instruction that included setting lesson objectives, informing students of expected standards, and 
hooking the student's attention with an anticipatory set. Teachers employed modeling, checked 
for understanding, and provided feedback to students through guided practice. Lessons 
concluded with a summary of the main points with closure and the assignment of independent 
practice.  
 For Madeline Hunter, the purpose of classroom observation is “the collection of data … 
from which can be extracted highly probable cause-effect relationships” (Garman, Glickman, 
Hunter, & Haggerson, 1987, p. 160). During 15-20 minute observations, the supervisor interprets 
and selects patterns or trends of the teachers’ behaviors deemed most productive in enhancing 
their professional growth and have “a high probability of enabling learning [or] producing no 
learning [or] interfering with students' learning” (Garman, Glickman, Hunter, & Haggerson, 
1987, p. 153). When post-conferencing with teachers, administrators reference their scripted 
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records of these teaching behaviors “to enhance the teacher's peaks, to bring up the teacher's 
valleys, or to discard an irrelevant or nonproductive behavior” (Garman, Glickman, Hunter, & 
Haggerson, 1987, p. 153). Teacher effectiveness is determined by the extent of the alignment of 
teacher practice with the elements of the Hunter model (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011). 
 Referencing Dewey’s approach to teaching and learning Gibboney (1987), argued the 
Hunter model was “nonintellectual and mechanistic and thus will not improve the quality of 
education” (p. 48). Furthermore, Gibboney (1987) contended, “Without a solid pattern of 
evidence to support the claim for improved learning, there is no scientific basis for the Hunter 
model” (p. 48). Wolfe (1987) countered that Hunter’s research-validated theory has been 
misappropriated by educators: “The elements of effective instruction … generally contained in 
training in Hunter's practices might be better understood as ‘generic’ instructional processes that 
underlie effective teaching and whose use needs to be considered in every teaching situation” (p. 
71).  Despite these varying opinions, the Hunter model continues to be referenced as the basis of 
many current evaluation frameworks. 
 Moving from Hunter’s didactic, technical approach, Allan Glatthorn (1984) and Carl 
Glickman (1985) proposed separate clinical supervisory models including professional 
development based on teacher experience and skill level, career goals, and individual 
preferences. To improve student learning and promote teacher growth, intensive support was 
provided by an administrator or mentor, who observed and coached the teacher within an 
environment of collaboration and trust. Teachers were empowered to assume responsibility for 
their own improvement as part of cooperative professional development through peer coaching, 
structured dialogues, curriculum development, and action research. Through a process of goal- 
setting and action planning teachers collaboratively designed strategies with supervisors. The 
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intended goal was to acquire general or content-specific skills, contribute to school-wide 
initiatives, or achieve personal improvement through peer feedback and reflection (Piraino, Jr., 
2006).  
 In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education issued A Nation at Risk 
leading to heightened demands for teacher accountability. The following year, the RAND 
Corporation surveyed 32 school districts nationwide having diverse teacher evaluation processes 
and organizational environments. Nearly all respondents reported that administrators lacked 
insufficient resolve, competence, and training to evaluate staff accurately. The result was not 
only teacher resistance and apathy but also an inconsistent implementation of the evaluation 
process. According to the study’s authors, Wise, Darling-Hammond, Tyson-Bernstein, and 
McLaughlin (1984), successful teacher evaluation systems should be:  
(1) aligned with the “educational goals, management style, conception of teaching, and 
community values of the school district” (p. 66); 
(2) Possess “top-level commitment to and resources for evaluation” (p. 67); 
(3) Matched with the agreed upon purpose of evaluation; 
(4) Committed to the “efficient use of resources to achieve reliability, validity, and cost-
effectiveness” (p. 73); and, 
(5) Characterized by “teacher involvement and responsibility [to] improve the quality of 
teacher evaluation” (p. 76).  
 The widget effect. Twenty five years following the RAND study, The New Teacher 
Project (TNTP) found that “Until a teacher’s effectiveness is accurately measured and matters in 
decision-making, the nation’s schools will never be able to build a thriving teacher workforce 
capable of realizing sustainable improvement or closing the achievement gap” (“How Federal 
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Education Policy Can Reverse the Widget Effect”, 2010, p. 2). A 2009 TNTP report found a 
tendency among school districts to treat individual teachers as interchangeable parts thereby 
promoting an institutional culture of indifference to the variations among teachers on 
instructional effectiveness. Through the adoption of evaluation systems by policymakers, with 
few exceptions, this “Widget Effect” resulted in every teacher rated as effective.  
 The inability to identify poorly performing individuals and to recognize of truly 
exceptional instructional leaders adversely influenced professional development, especially when 
most needed by novice teachers. Moreover, the practice jeopardized the ability to deliver the 
high quality of education deserved by all students. To reverse the Widget Effect, the report 
authors Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling (2009) recommended:  
1. Adopt a comprehensive performance evaluation system that fairly, accurately and 
credibly differentiates teachers based on their effectiveness in promoting student 
achievement. Teachers should be evaluated based on their ability to fulfill their core 
responsibility as professionals—delivering instruction that helps students learn and 
succeed. This demands clear performance standards, multiple rating options, regular 
monitoring of administrator judgments, and frequent feedback to teachers. 
Furthermore, it requires professional development that is tightly linked to 
performance standards and differentiated based on individual teacher needs. The core 
purpose of evaluation must be maximizing teacher growth and effectiveness, not just 
documenting poor performance as a prelude to dismissal. (p. 27) 
2. Train administrators and other evaluators in the teacher performance evaluation 
system and hold them accountable for using it effectively. The differentiation of 
teacher effectiveness should be a priority for school administrators and one for which 
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they are held accountable. Administrators must receive rigorous training and ongoing 
support so that they can make fair and consistent assessments of performance against 
established standards and provide constructive feedback and differentiated support to 
teachers. (p. 28) 
3. Integrate the performance evaluation system with critical human capital policies and 
functions such as teacher assignment, professional development, compensation, 
retention, and dismissal. Even the best evaluation system will fail if the information it 
produces is of no consequence. An effective evaluation system must be fully 
integrated with other district systems and policies and a primary factor in decisions 
such as which teachers receive tenure, how teachers are assigned and retained, how 
teachers are compensated and advanced, what professional development teachers 
receive, and when and how teachers are dismissed. Only by attaching stakes to 
evaluation outcomes will teachers and administrators invest in the hard work of 
creating a truly rigorous and credible evaluation system. (p. 29) 
4. Adopt dismissal policies that provide lower-stakes options for ineffective teachers to 
exit the district and a system of due process that is fair but efficient. If the evaluation 
system is implemented effectively, unsatisfactory ratings will not be anomalous, 
surprising or without clear justification. (p. 30) 
 The recent focus on high-stakes evaluation systems by policymakers, however, has been 
viewed by some as failing to meet the goal of the TNTP report of improving teacher practice 
(Hallinger, Heck, & Murphy, 2014; Metha & Fine, 2015). Research supporting the importance of 
teacher effectiveness (Rockoff, 2004; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005) along with Race to the 
Top mandates and No Child Left Behind waivers has led to evaluation systems using multiple 
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rating categories. Next-generation frameworks by Danielson, Stronge, and Marzano have 
attempted to address the recommendations of the 2009 TNTP report through standards-based 
models with indicators of effective teaching and learning. 
 New Jersey tenure reform movement. The 2011 New Jersey Educator Effectiveness 
Task Force Report called for a two-year pilot in 30 districts involving thousands of educators and 
other stakeholders to develop a new a research-based evaluation system to measure teacher 
effectiveness. The study concluded that the majority of New Jersey teachers experienced 
infrequent and ineffective evaluations, which failed to provide adequate feedback to improve 
educator practice. The Interim Task Force Report (2011) recommended the new teacher 
evaluation system should be “based on clear standards [and evaluative criteria] that describe the 
characteristics of effective and ineffective teaching [reflecting] a high level of rigor” (p.13). The 
system should further have a “uniform design so measures are consistent across districts and 
within schools [and] allow for differences in teaching positions” (p. 13). Finally, the system 
should “make use of multiple measures or data sources [to] assess educator effectiveness with 
reasonable accuracy (validity) and generate consistent results across different raters and contexts 
(reliability)” (p. 13). 
 New Jersey was obligated as part of its $38 million in Race to the Top III funding and 
ESEA waiver to adopt a plan to reform its teacher evaluation system.  In 2012, the bipartisan 
tenure reform law, TEACHNJ, was unanimously approved by the New Jersey legislature and 
signed into law by Governor Christie requiring the alignment of tenure decisions with new 
evaluation systems based on multiple measures of student learning and educator practice. The 
goal of the law was to “raise student achievement by improving instruction through the adoption 
of evaluations that provide specific feedback to educators, inform the provision of aligned 
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professional development, and inform personnel decisions” (New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2014, p. 1). For the 2013-14 school year, the State Board of Education approved 
regulations for specific evaluation policies for the implementation of the new Achieve NJ 
statewide system. 
 Achieve NJ stipulates the evaluation score for high school teachers (non-tested subject 
areas) must combine multiple measures of Teacher Practice (80%) and Student Growth (20%) to 
yield a single summative rating of Highly Effective, Effective, Partially Effective, or Ineffective 
as defined by the locally adopted evaluation model. Depending on their tenure status, teachers 
are required to have a minimum of three classroom observations with pre and post conferences. 
Additionally, teachers with supervisor review and approval set two standards-aligned Student 
Growth Objectives (SGOs) at the start of the school year. Achievement of these goals is 
measured through rigorous highly quality assessments. 
 Each New Jersey school district must establish a School Improvement Panel (ScIP) 
responsible for overseeing new teacher mentoring, the conduct of the evaluation process, 
identification of professional development opportunities, and the mid-year evaluations of any 
teacher assigned an Ineffective or Partially Effective summative rating. During their first year, 
novice teachers are paired with an experienced mentor teacher who should model effective 
pedagogical practice and provide continuous confidential support and guidance as part of their 
feedback following informal classroom observations. Any teacher rated Ineffective or Partially 
Effective receives additional professional development through a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) 
with specific benchmarks and timelines collaboratively drafted with the supervisor. Tenured 
teachers receiving an Ineffective or Partially Effective summative rating for two consecutive 
evaluation cycles will be charged with inefficiency. The teacher has a limited 15 days to submit 
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to the Commissioner a written response to the filing made by the local Board of Education before 
the case is referred to an arbitrator for a hearing on the possible revocation of tenure. 
Teacher Evaluation Frameworks 
 Design considerations. According to Hall, Diaz-Bilello, and Marion (2015) evaluation 
systems are designed to (a) justify administrative decisions concerning retention, promotion, and 
selection of employees; (b) strategically evaluate the degree of alignment between an employee’s 
goals and strengths and their organizational productivity; and, (c) provide feedback and direction 
for professional development to improve employee performance.  Evaluation systems, which 
incorporate both subjective measures made by trained professionals and objective job 
performance data, can potentially address low teacher quality (Rockoff & Speroni, 2011). An 
effective performance management system can also promote behaviors aligned with the 
organization’s core values, goals and strategies as well as develop employee capabilities that 
enhance individual and group productivity through effective feedback and coaching (Pulakos, 
2004).  
 Research by Firestone (2014) suggests most educator evaluation system designs face the 
challenge of fulfilling different administrative and developmental purposes while attempting to 
motivate teachers through intrinsic and extrinsic incentives. States complying with RTTT 
requirements, such as New Jersey, use extrinsic rewards to achieve primarily administrative 
goals.   Teacher performance evaluation frameworks typically include indicators of effectiveness 
concerning student achievement using statewide standards testing or other local assessments, an 
observational measure of classroom practices, and student surveys.  According to Benedict, 
Thomas, Kimerling, and Leko (2013), “Assessment is a key element of teachers' learning process 
and best practice requires periodic checkpoints to support teachers in professional reflection and 
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development of their instructional practices, which sole reliance on students' annual test scores 
cannot do” (p. 62).  Assessment data, when explicitly aligned to evaluation goals, should guide 
feedback, support, and other professional development to improve teacher practice and student 
achievement as well as inform decision-making regarding teacher preparation (Kane, Kerr, & 
Pianta, 2014).   
 Teacher evaluation systems usually derive an overall effectiveness rating from data 
aggregated from sub-scores of components designed to measure student outcomes and teaching 
practices.  A weighted Summative score is used to determine summative ratings for New Jersey 
teachers where higher performance on one component (Teacher Practice) compensates for lower 
performance on another (Student Growth).  For any evaluation system to be endorsed as 
equitable and valid, educators and policymakers must agree as to the particular components and 
indicators defining quality and the rationale behind placing greater emphasis on any one 
component (Jenkins, 2014). A challenge is the bias of evaluators to believe that highly effective 
practice is so rare that the behavior is missed when evidenced by the teacher (Archer, et al., 
2016).  
 The discussion that follows presents an overview of the four most widely used New 
Jersey educator evaluation models (Table 2). By relying on the intrinsic incentives of 
professional development and job design, NJDOE framed the goals of teacher evaluation to use 
the results from the various evaluative models to clarify the qualities of effective teaching, 
develop a shared language describing good teaching, and provide feedback to improve teacher 
practice. Implicit in RTTT requirements and the Commissioner’s Task Force on Quality 
Teaching in New Jersey (2005) was the use of quantitative data from these models as an extrinsic 
motivator to justify rewards such as renewal of tenure and financial incentives to districts with 
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high measured performance (Firestone, 2014). Keeping with TEACHNJ goals, each framework 
examines multiple sources of evidence from a qualitative perspective to assess teacher strengths 
and areas in need of improvement before assigning an overall effectiveness rating. 
Table 2 
New Jersey teacher evaluation systems 
 
 Frameworks 
Element Charlotte 
Danielson 
James 
Stronge 
Robert 
Marzano McREL 
Districtsa  59%*  11%  9%  8% 
 
Performance 
Standards 
 Domain 1: 
Planning and 
Preparation 
 
Domain 2: 
Classroom 
Environment 
 
Domain 3: 
Instruction 
 
Domain 4: 
Professional 
Responsibilities 
 Standard 1: 
Professional 
Knowledge 
 
Standard 2: 
Instructional 
Planning 
 
Standard 3: 
Instructional 
Delivery 
 
Standard 4: 
Assessment 
of/for Learning 
 
Standard 5: 
Learning 
Environment 
 
Standard 6: 
Professionalism 
 
Standard 7: 
Student 
Progress** 
 Domain 1: 
Classroom 
Strategies and 
Behaviors 
 
Domain 2: 
Preparing and 
Planning 
 
Domain 3: 
Reflecting on 
Teaching 
 
Domain 4: 
Collegiality 
and 
Professionalism 
 Standard I: 
Teachers 
Demonstrate 
Leadership 
 
Standard II: 
Teachers 
Establish a 
Respectful 
Environment 
for a Diverse 
Population of 
Students 
 
Standard III: 
Teachers 
Know the 
Content They 
Teach 
 
Standard IV: 
Teachers 
Facilitate 
Learning for 
Their Students 
 
Standard V: 
Teachers 
Reflect on 
Their Practice 
aPercentage of instruments chosen by the 571 districts completing the 2013-14 NJ Achieve survey. 
*Percentage includes 2007, 2011, and 2013 editions of Charlotte Danielson's Framework for Teaching. 
**Standard 7 rating is determined by achievement gains as set by teacher’s Student Growth Objectives. 
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 The Charlotte Danielson's framework for teaching evaluation instrument. 
 Aligned to the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) 
standards, the Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Evaluation Instrument (2014) is a research-
based set of 22 components of instruction with indicators clustered into four domains of teaching 
responsibility. Content-specific examples and minor revisions to the language of selected 
subcomponents have been added to the framework to align with the implications of the Common 
Core Standards in the areas of curriculum and assessment. Ideally, the framework should be used 
as part of a district’s mentoring, coaching, professional development, and teacher evaluation 
processes. The four domains of teaching delineated in the Danielson Framework (2014) include: 
• Domain 1: Planning and Preparation 
1a. Demonstrating knowledge of content and pedagogy 
1b. Demonstrating knowledge of students 
1c. Setting instructional outcomes 
1d. Demonstrating knowledge of resources 
1e. Designing coherent instruction 
1f. Designing student assessments. (pp. 5-23)  
• Domain 2: Classroom Environment 
2a. Creating an environment of respect and rapport 
2b. Establishing a culture for learning 
2c. Managing classroom procedures 
2d. Managing student behaviors 
2e. Organizing physical space. (pp. 24-39) 
• Domain 3: Instruction 
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3a. Communicating with students 
3b. Using questioning and discussion techniques 
3c. Engaging students in learning 
3d. Using assessment in instruction 
3e. Demonstrating flexibility and responsiveness. (pp, 40-59) 
• Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities 
4a. Reflecting on teaching 
4b. Maintaining accurate records 
4c. Communicating with families 
4d. Participating in the professional community 
4e. Growing and developing professionally 
4f. Showing professionalism. (pp. 60-77) 
 Danielson argues that the summative function of teacher evaluation is to remove 
identified unsuitable candidates, dismiss incompetent teachers, and provide legally defensible 
evidence. The formative purpose is to provide constructive feedback, recognize and reinforce 
outstanding practice, direct staff development, and unify teachers and administrators around 
improved student learning (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). Although the performance rubrics 
include defining characteristics of teachers, the model is intended to serve as the “foundation for 
professional conversations among practitioners as they seek to enhance their skill in the complex 
task of teaching” (http://danielsongroup.org/framework/).  
 The Stronge teacher effectiveness performance evaluation system. Aligned with 2011 
Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC) and National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS), Dr. James Stronge developed the research-based 
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Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System (TEPES).  According to Stronge (2012a), 
any meaningful teacher evaluation system should fulfill the following purposes: 
• Contribute to the successful achievement of the goals and objectives defined in the 
educational plan for the school or school system; 
• Provide a basis for instructional improvement through productive teacher appraisal 
and professional growth; 
• Improve the quality of instruction and other key job responsibilities by assuring 
accountability for teacher performance; and 
• Share responsibility for evaluation between the teacher and the evaluator in a 
collaborative process that promotes self-growth, instructional effectiveness, and 
improvement of overall job performance (p. 14). 
 The TEPES framework provides a comprehensive diagnostic profile of teacher 
performance within each of seven standards reported through a four-point rating scale. Each 
standard includes a set of exemplars or indicators of observable, measurable evidence of 
performance. The seven performance indicators include the following:  
• Standard 1: Professional Knowledge - The teacher demonstrates an understanding of 
the curriculum, subject content, and the developmental needs of students by providing 
relevant learning experiences. 
• Standard 2: Instructional Planning - The teacher plans using state standards, the 
school’s curriculum, effective strategies, resources, and data to meet the needs of all 
students. 
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• Standard 3: Instructional Delivery - The teacher effectively engages students in 
learning by using a variety of instructional strategies in order to meet individual 
learning needs. 
• Standard 4: Assessment of/for Learning - The teacher systematically gathers, 
analyzes, and uses all relevant data to measure student academic progress, guide 
instructional content and delivery methods, and provide timely feedback to both 
students and parents throughout the school year. 
• Standard 5: Learning Environment - The teacher uses resources, routines, and 
procedures to provide a respectful, positive, safe, student-centered environment that is 
conducive to learning. 
• Standard 6: Professionalism - The teacher maintains a commitment to professional 
ethics, communicates effectively, and takes responsibility for, and participates in, 
professional growth that results in enhanced student learning. 
• Standard 7: Student Progress - The work of the teacher results in acceptable, 
measurable, and appropriate student academic progress (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, 
p. 3). 
 The objectivity and fairness of the rating of teacher performance is increased using an 
appraisal rubric that describes acceptable performance levels for each standard. Stronge (2012b) 
claims that this behavior summary scale not only guides evaluators in their assessments by 
providing a progressive qualitative description of expected teacher performance at each level but 
also improves overall inter-rater reliability. Evaluators assess the effectiveness of teachers using 
multiple data sources including formal and informal classroom observations, student survey 
results, teacher-supplied documentation artifacts, and measures of student progress. A teacher 
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self-reflection is included as one of the strongest attributes for fostering professional growth and 
improvement. 
  In addition to receiving a diagnostic rating for each of the seven performance standards, 
the teacher is assigned a single summative evaluation rating of highly effective, effective, 
partially effective, or ineffective. When determining the summative teacher rating, the 
administrator must deliberately evaluate where the “preponderance” or overall weight of 
evidence from the multiple data sources best fits within each category. While the first six 
standards are valued equally, student progress is assigned greater weight as dictated by state 
guidelines. Measurement tools considered appropriate for assessing learner progress include 
criterion or norm-referenced tests, standardized achievement tests, school-adopted 
interim/common/benchmark assessments, and authentic measures such as learner portfolios, 
recitations, or performance activities (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015).  
 At the start of the evaluation cycle, teachers set SMART Student Growth Objectives 
(SGO) based on an analysis of the results of an initial assessment. The SGO describes observable 
behavior and/or measurable single or tiered levels of results to be achieved by the learners. These 
objectives are specific to the curriculum, educational environment, or students' identified needs, 
measurable by an appropriate assessment tool; suitable for the teacher's ability to effect change; 
realistic or practically feasible for the teacher; and time-limited to a single school year. Through 
a recursive process of creating and implementing instructional strategies, the teacher monitors 
student progress and adjusts approaches as warranted throughout the evaluation period (Stronge 
& Tonneson, 2015). 
 The Marzano causal observational protocol. The Causal Observational Protocol 
incorporates a standard-based approach based on an aggregation of experimental and control 
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studies designed to establish a direct causal link between elements of the model and student 
achievement (Marzano, 2013). Evaluation systems encouraging teacher improvement are 
comprehensive and specific by including all elements related to student achievement and by 
identifying classroom strategies and behaviors at a granular level. The model should also employ 
a scale or rubric that enables teachers to establish goals to achieve higher levels of performance 
within particular strategies after a given period (Marzano, 2012). Evaluation should recognize 
four different stages of development progressing towards expertise as a master teacher (Marzano, 
Frontier, & Livingston, 2011). Professional growth should be acknowledged and rewarded as 
part of an evaluation model that focuses on development over simply measurement (Marzano, 
2012). 
 Forty-one of the 60 elements within the framework target the first domain and include 
routine content, and on the spot strategies. Everyday strategies involve communicating learning 
goals, tracking student progress, celebrating success, and establishing and maintaining rules and 
procedures. Content strategies target those used when students are practicing and deepening their 
knowledge of new content and asked to apply knowledge by generating and testing hypotheses. 
Strategies enacted on the spot are those that are unplanned by a teacher including approaches to 
engage students, acknowledge their level of compliance to rules and procedures, build 
relationships, and communicate high expectations for all students (Marzano, 2012).  
 The Marzano evaluation framework describes four domains to support teacher growth, 
development, and performance: 
• Domain 1: Classroom Strategies and Behaviors – Addresses what teachers do in the 
classroom, actions that have a direct effect on student achievement. It provides the 
framework that established a common language across every classroom. It is also 
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used by teachers as a general framework for lesson/unit planning as well as an 
instrument for classroom observation and feedback. 
• Domain 2: Preparing and Planning – Activities within this domain are directly related 
to classroom strategies and behaviors. Effective planning and preparing facilitates 
better decisions in the classroom in order to produce the greatest gains in student 
learning. 
• Domain 3: Reflecting on Teaching – Describes teachers’ awareness of their own 
instructional practices and the ability for them to translate this self-awareness into 
professional growth plans that are monitored and adjusted as appropriate. 
• Domain 4: Collegiality and Professionalism – While not directly related to classroom 
strategies and behaviors, provides the environment around which the other domains 
can be effectively implemented. Not only describes the school characteristic, but also 
the individual responsibility of all teachers and administrators (“Four Marzano 
Teacher Evaluation Domains”, 2015, p. 1). 
 Focused feedback is obtained in the Marzano Causal Observational Protocol through 
teacher self-ratings, walkthroughs, comprehensive observations, cueing teaching, and student 
surveys.  Opportunities to observe and discuss expertise are made available through instructional 
rounds, expert coaches and videos, virtual communities, and teacher-led professional 
development.  Although value-added achievement can be measured through test gain, residual 
scores, or student self-reporting, assigning annual performance scores to teachers related to 
VAM is viewed by Marzano as a flawed approach (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011). In 
recent studies, teachers employing the classroom strategies and behaviors in the Marzano model 
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realized typical student achievement increases on average of 16 percentile points (Marzano, 
Toth, & Schooling, 2011). 
 The Mid-continental research for education and learning (McREL).  The McREL 
Teacher Evaluation System includes a six research-based standards prepared by the North 
Carolina Department of Public Instruction designed to “promote effective leadership, quality 
teaching, and student learning while enhancing professional practice and leading to improved 
instruction” (Williams, 2009, p. 1). The administrator conducts evaluations using classroom 
observations and evidence from a self-assessment reflection and artifacts supplied by the teacher. 
In addition to measuring individual teacher performance and providing feedback to improve 
teacher effectiveness, the system promotes improving instruction and the implementation of the 
approved curriculum.  With a goal of guiding both individual and district-wide professional 
development, the framework is intended to support coaching and mentoring programs and to 
inform higher education teacher training programs.  
 The McREL system defines a set of 21st century knowledge and skills for teachers that 
should be embedded in curriculum, instruction, and assessment within the following standards 
(Williams, 2009):  
• Standard I: Teachers Demonstrate Leadership 
o Teachers lead in their classrooms. 
o Teachers demonstrate leadership in the school. 
o Teachers lead the teaching profession. 
o Teachers advocate for schools and students. 
o Teachers demonstrate high ethical standards. (p. 3) 
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• Standard II: Teachers Establish a Respectful Environment for a Diverse Population of 
Students 
o Teachers provide an environment in which each child has a positive, nurturing 
relationship with caring adults. 
o Teachers embrace diversity in the school community and in the world. 
o Teachers treat students as individuals. 
o Teachers adapt their teaching for the benefit of students with special needs. 
o Teachers collaborate with the range of support specialists to help meet the special 
needs of all students. 
o Teachers work collaboratively with the families and significant adults in the lives 
of their students. (p. 4) 
• Standard III: Teachers Know the Content They Teach 
o Teachers align their instruction with the state standards and their district’s 
curriculum. 
o Teachers know the content appropriate to their teaching specialty. 
o Teachers recognize the interconnectedness of content areas/disciplines. 
o Teachers make instruction relevant to students. (p. 5) 
• Standard IV: Teachers Facilitate Learning for Their Students 
o Teachers know the ways in which learning takes place, and they know the 
appropriate levels of intellectual, physical, social, and emotional development of 
their students. 
o Teachers plan instruction appropriate for their students. 
o Teachers use a variety of instructional methods. 
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o Teachers integrate and utilize technology in their instruction. 
o Teachers help students develop critical thinking and problem-solving skills. 
o Teachers help students work in teams and develop leadership qualities. 
o Teachers communicate effectively. 
o Teachers use a variety of methods to assess what each student has learned. (p. 6) 
• Standard V: Teachers Reflect on Their Practice 
o Teachers analyze student learning. 
o Teachers link professional growth to their professional goals. 
o Teachers function effectively in a complex, dynamic environment. (p. 7) 
 The McREL framework assumes shared leadership between teachers and administrators 
with a common ownership of the school's vision and mission. Teachers are viewed as valued 
assets who deliver engaging, relevant, and meaningful content as part of an integrated and 
community-embedded curriculum (Williams, 2009). Students apply such skills as critical 
thinking and information and communications technology literacy to uncover solutions to real 
problems. Teachers are facilitators who encourage students to learn, innovate, collaborate, and 
communicate their ideas. Teachers use authentic, structured assessments to measure student 
understanding and as a means of self-reflection (Williams, 2009). 
Defining Teacher Effectiveness 
 The current dilemma. Clearly defining teacher effectiveness and the behaviors or 
practices that differentiate highly effective teachers continues to be a dilemma for any evaluation 
system. From their studies, Stronge, Ward, and Grant (2011) concluded, “Effectiveness is an 
elusive concept to define when we consider the complex task of teaching and the multitude of 
contexts in which teachers work” (p. 340). Despite these challenges, Schlusmans (1978) 
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proposed that the characteristics of effective teachers could be derived from a variety of sources 
including educational, psychological or sociological theories; student input; experience of 
specialists with teachers, functional analyses from observations and surveys; and an examination 
of the teacher's role based on norms and expectations. Descriptive and empirical studies of the 
teacher populations and characteristics respectively using observation scales and questionnaires 
could also serve as sources for a definition of teacher effectiveness (Schlusmans, 1978). 
 Former president of Harvard University, Derek Bok (1982), noted that, “The willingness 
to continue teaching must always rest upon an act of faith that students will retain a useful 
conceptual framework, a helpful approach to the subject, a valuable method of analysis, or some 
other intangible residue of lasting intellectual value” (p. 134).  Teachers that positively affect 
classroom instruction exhibit behaviors including various affective personality traits such as 
caring and encouragement (Duignan & Bhindi, 1997), approachability (Keeley, Smith & Buskist, 
2006), commitment (Brookfield, 2006) enthusiasm (Metcalfe & Game, 2006), respectfulness and 
compassion (Bunch, 2006), empathy (Usher, 2002), openness and honesty (Brookfield, 2006), 
and humor (Booth-Butterfield, 1991).  These teachers recognize the role of motivation and 
emotions in learning (McFadden & Munns, 2002). 
 Highly effective teachers engage in continuous professional development (Crosswell & 
Elliott, 2004). Practically speaking, an effective teacher demonstrates classroom management 
and organizational skills that foster a controlled learning environment where interactions with 
students are authentic and meaningful (Jahangiri & Mucciolo, 2008, Keeley, Smith & Buskist, 
2006). An effective teacher, therefore, is one who “contributes to a student’s acquisition of 
knowledge and skill by using some techniques associated with the promotion of learning and 
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who displays personal characteristics commonly associated with a positive learning 
environment” (Jahangiri & Mucciolo, 2008, p. 485)  
 Summarizing the findings of leading researchers in the field, Looney (2011) describes the 
characteristics of the most effective teachers as intellectually capable individuals, knowledgeable 
of the subject area, and possessing teaching strategies to meet diverse student needs. These 
expert teachers possess an extensive working knowledge of the subject area and range of 
instructional competencies to deliver the content based on an understanding of the learning styles 
of students (Cogshall, 2007).  Moreover, effective teachers possess knowledge of learner 
misconceptions and use formative assessments to monitor students, provide feedback, and adapt 
teaching (Popham, 2013). Identifying effective teachers is challenging given that teachers are 
usually assigned different students each year with varying achievement levels and learning needs 
(Cantrell & Kane, 2013).  Nonetheless, according to Cogshall (2007), highly effective teachers 
are individuals that “show evidence of producing high student outcomes” (p. 8).   
 In Qualities of Effective Teachers, Stronge describes the effective teacher for students of 
all ability levels and backgrounds as a person who “cares deeply, recognizes complexity, 
communicates clearly, and serves conscientiously” (p. 100). Numerous studies confirm that 
students rank the affective qualities of effective teachers among the most desired attributes 
(Watson, Miller, Davis, & Carter, 2010). Other research suggests however that little systematic 
relationship exists between observable teacher characteristics and student achievement gains 
(Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005). In a report for the Consortium for Policy Research in 
Education, Milanowski (2011) provides an example of this issue: 
Some behavior dimensions may have thresholds for facilitating a minimal level of 
learning, while others are needed to move from average to high levels. Consider 
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classroom management and differentiation of instruction. Teachers need to exhibit a 
certain threshold level of classroom management to facilitate learning, but after that level 
is reached, additional increments may not contribute much more. For example, a rating of 
proficient for classroom management performance may distinguish teachers whose 
students demonstrate average achievement from those whose students demonstrate poor 
achievement, but a rating of outstanding may not be associated with yet higher student 
achievement.  
 In contrast, a rating of outstanding on differentiation of instruction may 
distinguish teachers whose students show above-average achievement from those whose 
students show average achievement. In this example, a one-level difference in ratings 
(from proficient to outstanding) does not have the same impact on achievement across 
performance dimensions. It may even be that the two dimensions have an interactive 
relationship, with high levels of differentiation of instruction being effective only when 
combined with a threshold level of classroom management. (p. 22) 
 A teacher’s effectiveness rating in New Jersey is based on the “performance standards for 
his position established through the evaluation rubric adopted by the board of education and 
approved by the commissioner” (Requirements for tenure, 2012). Doherty and Jacobs (2013) 
note that “establishing multiple categories for rating teacher effectiveness does not itself ensure 
that the evaluations will yield a wider and more accurate distribution of evaluation ratings” (p. 
14). As a recipient of Race to the Top funding, NJDOE is bound by the following federal 
definitions: 
Effective teacher means a teacher whose students achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least 
one grade level in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice). States, 
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LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that teacher effectiveness is 
evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice). Supplemental 
measures may include, for example, multiple observation-based assessments of teacher 
performance.  
 Highly effective teacher means a teacher whose students achieve high rates (e.g., 
one and one-half grade levels in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this 
notice). States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided teacher 
effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this 
notice). Supplemental measures may include, for example, multiple observation-based 
assessments of teacher performance or evidence of leadership roles (which may include 
mentoring or leading professional learning communities) that increase the effectiveness 
of other teachers in the school or LEA. (Race to the Top Fund, 2009) 
Besides a half-grade difference in achievement rates, note that highly effective teachers under 
RTTT may be differentiated by serving as role models for improving the effectiveness of peers. 
Having teachers serve as leaders could be challenging. Relatively few studies are cited in the 
literature concerning teachers' perceptions of the qualities possessed by effective teachers 
(Watson et al., 2010). 
 Comparing frameworks. Each of the four evaluation models (see Appendix A) 
highlighted in this literature review has distinctly different definitions of highly effective 
teaching. Marshall (2013) observes, “Teachers and administrators rarely have a mutual 
understanding of what good instruction looks like” (p. 23).  Ding and Sherman (2006) point out 
that although student learning relies on effective teaching, overemphasizing instructional 
methodology “may imply that we should ignore the dynamic learning process in which students 
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are the significant players, not just teachers” (p. 47). The qualities of effective teaching identified 
in each framework are evident in their respective performance standards.  
 Danielson (2007) describes individuals performing at the highly effective (distinguished) 
level as master teachers who “make a contribution to the field, both in and outside their school” 
(p. 40). The classrooms of highly effective teachers “operate at a qualitatively different level 
[and] consist of a community of learners, with students highly motivated and engaged and 
assuming considerable responsibility for their own learning” (p. 40). By contrast, the McREL 
framework simply defines a highly effective (distinguished) teacher as an individual who 
“consistently and significantly exceeded basic competence on standard(s) of performance” 
(Williams, 2009, p. 17).  
 Marzano (2011) sets criteria for the category of highly effective (master) teacher that 
includes valued-added achievement scores exceeding the 97th percentile on district norms in 
addition to specific minimum ratings in each of the four domains. Master teachers assist Initial 
Status Teachers on Domain 1 as well as leading instructional rounds, serving as expert coaches, 
and assuming a leadership role in Domain 4. Highly effective collaborate with administrators in 
establishing teacher evaluation policies and assume an active role in the evaluation process. 
Asserting that teacher evaluations should recognize the developmental stages progressing 
towards expertise, Marzano (2011) cautions that “attempts to assign yearly scores to teachers 
regarding their performance … will always be flawed simply because of the imprecision of 
value-added achievement scores and scores that reflect performance in Doman 1” (p. 104). 
  Stronge (2014) describes a highly effective teacher as an individual who “maintains 
performance, accomplishments, and behaviors that consistently and considerably surpass the 
established standard” (p. 1). These teachers exhibit behaviors that “have a strong positive impact 
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on learners and school climate" and “serve as role models to others” (p. 2). Stronge (2011) found 
that top-quartile teachers had fewer classroom disruptions and better classroom management 
skills and relationships with their students possibly due more to the differences in personalities 
and dispositions of the learners than that of teachers. In the same study, high-ranking teachers 
were found to establish routines, monitor student behavior, use time efficiently and effectively, 
and ensure availability of needed resources and optimal use of classroom space. 
Value-Added Models 
 Assumptions and practices.  Current value-added models measure the difference 
between the actual and predicted individual growth in student achievement growth in a 
classroom or school from grade-to-grade to theoretically yield precise estimates of the effect of 
teachers regardless of the starting point of the students (Lipscomb, The, Gill, Chiang, & Owens, 
2010). The extent to which value-added methods can accurately identify the teacher's 
contributions to student learning, thereby providing a valid and reliable measure of his/her 
effectiveness depends on assumptions absent under practical conditions: 
• Student learning is well-measured by tests that reflect valuable learning and the actual 
achievement of individual students along a vertical scale representing the full range of 
possible achievement measured in equal interval units; 
• Students are randomly assigned to teachers within and across schools - or, 
conceptualized another way, the learning conditions and traits of the group of 
students assigned to one teacher do not vary substantially from those assigned to 
another; and 
• Individual teachers are the only contributors to students’ learning over the period of 
time used for measuring gains (Darling-Hammond, 2015, p. 132). 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS  58 
 
 Since typical value-added methodologies are highly sensitive to model specification, their 
results cannot be interpreted as causal teacher effects. For example, the simplest models assume 
incorrectly that the effects of past inputs such as prior educational experiences have no influence 
on current student achievement (Harris, Sass, & Semykina, 2010). Teachers who systematically 
engage in certain practices may also have unobserved traits that affect student achievement 
leading to skewed estimates of the causal impact of teacher evaluation practices (Kane, Taylor, 
Tyler, & Wooten, 2011). Variance in test scores is usually attributed to only 10-20% of all 
school-level effects, including that of teachers (Amrein-Beardsley, 2014). Including years of 
teaching and school-wide results in estimates may reduce random variation and increases 
precision. However, VAM estimates become less relevant in determining changes in student 
performance and implicitly create comparisons undermining cooperation among teachers (Baker 
et al., 2010; DeMitchell, DeMitchell, & Gagnon, 2012; Lipscomb et. al, 2010). 
 Teachers have been found to impact student achievement only when growth is defined by 
large-scale standardized tests measuring a partial sample of the curriculum. High-stakes tests 
typically include 40-50 discriminant items constructed to represent the depth and breadth of 
knowledge and skills included in standards presumably learned by students by a specific point in 
time in a particular content area (Amrein-Beardsley, 2014; Baker et al., 2010). However, some 
studies suggest that teachers whose students perform proficiently on these end-of-course tests are 
not as effective at promoting long-term student achievement (Darling-Hammond et. al, 2012). 
“Growth measures implicitly assume, without justification, that students who begin at different 
achievement levels should be expected to gain at the same rate, and that all gains are due solely 
to the individual teacher to whom student scores are attached” (Baker et al., 2010). Despite the 
fallacy of this assertion, Goe & Croft (2009) observe that, “If a teacher’s students perform better 
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than predicted on standardized achievement tests, the teacher is credited with being effective, but 
if most of his or her students fail to make predicted gains, the teacher may be deemed less 
effective” (p.4). 
 In 2013, more than two-thirds of states require teacher evaluations measure student 
growth and achievement as part of a teacher’s effectiveness rating (Doherty & Jacobs, 2013).  
Although a majority of teachers nationwide is assigned to non-tested subjects and grades, only 
19 of the 36 jurisdictions address the measurement of student growth and achievement in these 
areas (Doherty & Jacobs, 2013).  Some states have student achievement weighted as 40%-50% 
of the rating for teachers of tested grades and as low as 15% for non-tested subjects. (Cantrell & 
Kane, 2013). To transition from the NJ ASK to the PARCC exam, New Jersey reduced Student 
Growth Percentiles (SGP) to 10% of the total score used to determine teacher evaluation ratings 
(New Jersey Department of Education, 2015).  
 Studies have shown that value-added modeling is not appropriate as a primary measure 
for evaluating individual teachers. (Baker et al., 2010; Darling-Hammond et. al, 2012). 
Combining VAM estimates with other indicators could be used to identify highly effective 
teachers who have a meaningful impact on short-term student achievement. Recent findings 
indicate that value-added estimates positively correlate with measures of professional practice, 
such as observed classroom behavior and principals’ ratings of performance (Lipscomb et. al, 
2010).  In a 2010 briefing paper by the Economic Policy Institute, the authors summarized the 
problem arising from the use of test scores to evaluate teachers as follows: 
Basing teacher evaluation primarily on student test scores does not accurately distinguish 
more from less effective teachers because even relatively sophisticated approaches cannot 
adequately address the full range of statistical problems that arise in estimating a 
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teacher’s effectiveness. Efforts to address one statistical problem often introduce new 
ones. These challenges arise because of the influence of student socioeconomic 
advantage or disadvantage on learning, measurement error and instability, the nonrandom 
sorting of teachers across schools and of students to teachers in classrooms within 
schools, and the difficulty of disentangling the contributions of multiple teachers over 
time to students’ learning. As a result, reliance on student test scores for evaluating 
teachers is likely to misidentify many teachers as either poor or successful (Baker et al., 
2010, p. 8). 
 According to a recent report by the U.S. Department of Education (2015), although some 
value-added models may be more accurate and reliable measures of educator effectiveness, the 
approach has several limitations: 
1. Timely feedback from data generated by standardized tests is usually unavailable until 
after the conclusion of the school year teacher evaluation cycle. 
2. Standardized assessments may be poorly aligned to the classroom learning experience of 
students and therefore less instructionally meaningful to teachers. 
3. Subject area tests assess a narrow range of grades and content applicable to only an 
estimated 30% of K-12 teachers in the United States. 
With these considerations in mind, states have increasingly investigated the use of Student 
Growth Objectives (SGOs) as measures of teacher effectiveness on effecting student learning. 
 Student growth objectives. While the use of Student Growth Objectives “can promote 
collaboration, build assessment literacy, and focus educators on student data” (Lachlan-Haché, 
Cushing, & Bivona, 2012a, p. 10), challenges remain in incorporating such measures into teacher 
evaluation systems. While some states endorse analyzing data from classroom assessments to 
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calculate growth or a value-added quantity, others support teachers establishing goals for 
students and/or whole classes using these same assessments to measure the success of meeting 
these objectives (Hall et al., 2014). “Common to both approaches is the desire on the part of 
policy makers and educational leaders to continue to use these assessments as part of the 
teaching and learning cycle, thereby providing instructional feedback, in addition to their use in 
educator effectiveness determinations” (Marion & Buckley, 2011, p. 9). Districts must ensure the 
reliability and validity of scores from teacher-made tests; the existence of a relationship between 
test results and student course grades; and the alignment of the assessments with the curriculum 
(Croft & Buddin, 2015).  
 A summary of twenty studies by the American Institutes for Research found an increased 
focus on long-term student achievement and data analysis and a beneficial impact on pedagogy 
with SGOs (Lachlan-Haché, 2015). Lachlan-Haché, Cushing, and Bivona (2012b) identified 
several benefits of implementing SGOs as part of an evaluation system: 
1. Teachers can improve practice and student learning through guidance and assistance from 
educational specialists who support student learning and from an examination of student 
assessment data with evaluators; 
2. Teachers can demonstrate their influence on student learning as SGOs rely upon data 
sources from educator-created assessments that reflect local policies and changes in 
curriculum independent of standardized test results; 
3. Teachers can focus on objectives relevant to their student population and content area 
that are clearly measurable and connected to instruction; 
4. Teachers can illustrate their professional expertise and knowledge with respect to 
curriculum, assessment practices, school context, and student data; and, 
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5. Teachers can consider the meaning of average growth in their classrooms while setting 
high expectations for student achievement. 
 For non-tested grades and subjects, federal guidelines call for “alternative measures of 
student learning and performance, such as student results on pre-tests, end-of-course tests, and 
objective performance-based assessments; performance against student learning objectives … 
that are rigorous and comparable across schools” (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). The 
U.S. Department of Education Reform Support Network (2012) cited three key challenges in 
implementing SGOs: 
1. Establishing comparability and rigor without common assessments across content or 
subject areas or agreed upon shared requirements for assessment. In studies, teachers 
reported a lack confidence in their ability to find or develop high-quality tests without 
clear criteria by school districts. (Lachlan-Haché, 2015). 
2. Determining predictive validity of SGOs aligned with a value-added or other defined 
student growth measure.  
3. Allocating significant time and attention to develop, administer, and evaluate data from 
SGOs by administrators. 
 In addressing these concerns, Achieve NJ regulations provide educators with significant 
flexibility in creating SGOs that meet their individual students’ needs. In 2013-14, NJDOE 
directed districts to assist teachers in drafting SGOs that account for the distribution of their 
students and their relative starting points based on data from available tests, portfolios, and 
performance assessments (New Jersey Department of Education, 2015a). Berk (2005)  questions 
this approach as, “Performance throughout a course on tests, projects, reports, and other 
indicators may be influenced by the characteristics of the students, the institution, and the 
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outcome measures themselves, over which faculty have no control” (p. 55). According to Marion 
and Buckley (2011), teachers may nonetheless favor evaluation systems using SGOs as the 
practice is deployable across all grade levels and subject areas using existing classroom 
assessments and supports teachers in goal-setting, monitoring, and evaluating student progress.  
 Achieve NJ requires teachers to set general SGOs targeting either all (simple) students or 
a subgroup (tiered) of students differentiated by their level of preparedness enrolled in a single 
course.2 General SGOs focus on assessing a significant amount of the subject or content area 
curriculum standards for the course. Teachers may opt to draft a specific SGO concentrating on a 
subgroup of students requiring academic support or on a particular set of skills or content for 
mastery. Regardless of the type, teachers must begin by gathering “evidence on what students 
already know and understand, and the types of skills they already possess" in order to “predict 
the learning trajectory” of students and to set “ambitious and achievable” learning goals (New 
Jersey Department of Education, 2015b, p. 15). Achieve NJ encourages innovation within these 
requirements “to develop SGOs that are more accurate measures of teaching effectiveness and 
authentic measures of student learning” (New Jersey Department of Education, 2015b, p. 7). 
Summary 
 In 2010, states began requiring districts to use multilevel rating evaluation systems that 
incorporate student academic growth and research-based performance rubrics. However, by 
allowing districts discretion on the implementation of evaluation policies, states discourage 
uniformity. While districts are providing teachers with more meaningful, immediate feedback, 
many evaluation systems continue the practice of rarely rating poor teachers as ineffective. 
                                                          
2 Updated Achieve NJ 2016-2017 guidelines strongly recommend that educators refrain from relying solely on a 
diagnostic pre-assessment to set student-starting points when preparing tiered SGOs now favored over simple 
growth measures. Multiple data points should be used as markers of future success such as current or prior year 
grades and test scores, homework completion, class participation, and academic independence normally used by 
teachers for instructional purposes. 
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Findings of one recent study suggest that “exchanging binary rating systems for multiple rating 
categories are not a guarantee of a more differentiated ratings distribution” (Kraft & Gilmour, 
2016, p. 10).   
 Danielson and McGreal (2000) propose that the next generation of evaluation systems 
must be designed to ensure teacher growth and development by stressing formative evaluation 
techniques that produce increased levels of satisfaction and more reflective practice while 
satisfying accountability requirements.  Designing frameworks and evaluation tools that can 
identify the qualities defining different stages of teacher effectiveness are problematic given the 
variability among teachers.  Few peer-reviewed articles reference teacher evaluations to study 
the characteristics of effective teachers probably due to this inconsistency among rubrics. 
Researchers should also consider the influences of policy and leadership on the implementation 
of teacher evaluation systems (Harris & Rutledge, 2010).   
 Most studies into teacher effectiveness fail to specify processes or instructional practices 
that may lead to student learning and other positive classroom and student outcomes (Kane, Kerr, 
& Pianta, 2014).  Research is needed to examine the relationship between the evaluation of the 
teachers’ content and pedagogical knowledge to various measures of student outcomes, including 
test scores, performance assessments, and students’ ratings of teacher performance (Torff & 
Sessions, 1999). Although VAMs can distinguish high and low from average performance with 
estimates being at least moderately stable over time, concerns, such as reducing bias, improving 
reliability, and applying value added to as many teachers and subjects as possible remain as 
challenges (Lipscomb, et al., 2010).    
 Precise measurement of the teachers’ impact on student achievement may be impossible 
given other factors contributing to the learning process, the limitations of testing methodologies, 
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and the state of educational policy (Newton et al., 2010). Currently, VAMs are limited to core 
subjects and to grades for which current and prior assessment data are available. Identifying 
accurate and reliable ways to expand VAMs to non-tested subjects and early elementary and 
secondary levels remains a challenge (Lipscomb et al., 2010). Using a value-added approach 
alone provides virtually no guidance as for how to produce good teaching (Kane, Kerr, & Pianta, 
2014). A common understanding of teacher effectiveness and agreement as to the most 
appropriate and valid measure that yields improvements in student learning remain a challenge. 
 Chapter Three presents a sequential explanatory mixed methods research approach 
exploring the extent of agreement among and between teachers and administrators as to the 
behaviors and qualities of high school teachers rated highly effective high school under each of 
the six performance standards of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation 
System. The study further investigated if a significant relationship exists between the teacher 
practice ratings assigned by administrators and the Summative rating of student academic growth 
assigned by teachers.   
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
 Research has suggested a causal relationship exists between the knowledge and skills of 
teachers and gains in student learning (Fisher & Balch-Gonzalez, 2002; Haycock, 1998; 
Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009). Additionally, the attitudes, approaches, and 
strategies of effective teachers expressed through nonacademic means may also lead to higher 
learner achievement (Stronge, Ward, & Grant, 2011). Compared to teachers receiving a lower 
effectiveness rating using a standards-based evaluation system, teachers rated highly effective 
have been shown to improve student learning greater than predicted by prior achievement and 
student demographics (Odden, 2004). The problem in drawing conclusions is that traditional 
evaluation models have been inadequate in differentiating between highly and less effective 
teachers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Marzano & Toth, 2013).   
 The primary goal of this explanatory sequential mixed methods research study was to 
explore the extent to which teachers and administrators agree upon the behaviors and qualities 
that warrant rating a high school teacher as highly effective under each of the six performance 
standards of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System. The study also 
explored whether a significant relationship exists between the ratings assigned by administrators 
in each of the six standards of Teacher Practice and the Summative rating of student academic 
growth assigned by teachers derived from scores from teacher-made pre- and post- subject area 
tests.   
 The following research questions and sub-questions were addressed in the quantitative 
phase of the sequential explanatory mixed methods study: 
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 RQ1: Is there a significant difference between the ratings assigned by the teachers and 
those assigned by the district administrators in the New Jersey high school district under each of 
the six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as depicted in a 
classroom observational video?  
(a) Is there a significant difference among the ratings assigned by district administrators 
under each of the six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as 
depicted in a classroom observational video? 
(b) Is there a significant difference among the ratings assigned by teachers under each of the 
six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as depicted in a 
classroom observational video? 
 RQ2: Is there a significant relationship among the rating scores of the six performance 
standards of Teacher Practice and the rating score for Student Growth among the New Jersey 
high school teachers in the district? 
(a) Is there a significant relationship among the effectiveness ratings assigned by 
administrators in each of the six Teacher Practice performance standards? 
(b) Is there a significant relationship in effectiveness ratings by department affiliation in the 
scores assigned to teachers rated highly effective versus effective? 
 The following central question and sub-questions were addressed in the qualitative phase:
 RQ3: How do the perceptions of teachers and administrators differ as to the behaviors 
and practices of highly effective classroom teachers within the New Jersey high school district? 
(a) What differences exist in the perceptions among teachers as to the behaviors and 
practices of highly effective classroom teachers? 
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(b) What differences exist in the perceptions among district administrators as to the 
behaviors and practices of highly effective classroom teachers? 
 This chapter provides an overview of the research design of this study. Justification is 
presented for the selection of a sequential explanatory mixed methods approach to this study.  A 
description of the single research site is addressed including specifics concerning site 
accessibility and the selection of participants. Research methodology is discussed with attention 
given to the design and validation of the custom-made survey used during the quantitative phase 
along with the protocol for data collection and analysis. The process for developing and 
conducting the semi-structured interview questions and analyzing the thematic data gathered 
from the transcripts during the qualitative phase is described in this section.  The chapter 
concludes with a brief consideration of the ethical concerns of this study. 
Research Design and Rationale 
 Mixed methods research involves the “collection or analysis of both quantitative and/or 
qualitative data in a single study in which the data are collected concurrently or sequentially, are 
given a priority, and involve the integration of the data at one or more stages in the process of 
research” (Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2003, p. 165). Integrating both data types 
derived from a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods within one study overcomes 
the shortcomings of each approach taken independently thereby yielding a more robust overall 
analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Green & Caracelli, 1997; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998; 
Sandelowski, Voils, & Knafl, 2009). The sequential explanatory design is best suited for 
quantitative researchers seeking to further explain and interpret primarily quantitative findings 
through qualitative means (Morse, 1991).  
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 The analysis of the qualitative data explains the quantitative statistical findings through a 
detailed exploration of the perspectives of the participants (Rossman & Wilson, 1985; 
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998; Creswell, 2003). In most mixed methods research studies, surveys 
are commonly administered to participants during the quantitative phase followed by interviews 
conducted during the qualitative phase (Bryman, 2006). Data mixing usually occurs when the 
initial more heavily weighted quantitative results guides the collection of the secondary, though 
not subordinate, qualitative data (Creswell, 2009; Ivankova, Creswell, & Stick 2006). If an 
agreement exists between the findings from these phases, the results are presumed valid since 
different methods exhibit distinctive errors (Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966). 
 Although pragmatism is often cited as the basis for mixed methods studies, decisions 
regarding the design and implementation of any investigation (Patton,1988) should be made 
employing “whatever philosophical and/or methodological approach works for the particular 
research problem under study” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 5). The stance is appropriate for 
mixed methods studies, where the researcher relies on both quantitative and qualitative 
assumptions since pragmatism subscribes neither to one philosophical system nor to reality 
(Creswell, 2003). In the quantitative phase of a mixed methods study, knowledge claims are 
rooted in post-positivism, while a constructivist or interpretivist perspective guides the 
qualitative phase (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Maxcy, 2003; Rallis & Rossman, 2003). 
While post-positivism espouses a deterministic cause-and-effect philosophy where testable 
theories or laws govern reality, constructivism inductively develops patterns of meaning based 
on interaction with and interpretation of the human condition (Creswell, 2003).   
 In the quantitative first phase of this study, a convenience sample of full-time certified 
regular and special education teachers and administrators from the same suburban New Jersey 
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high school district rated the effectiveness of teachers described in text-based scenarios and 
depicted in a recording of a classroom observation of an English teacher against the six Stronge 
performance standards. Rating scores in each of the six standards of Teacher Practice and the 
standard for student academic growth were also extracted from the Summative Score Report for 
each of the high school teachers in the district.  In the qualitative phase, a purposeful sample 
from the same population of teachers and administrators were individually interviewed using a 
semi-structured questionnaire as to their perceptions of the behaviors and practices of highly 
effective teachers. The data gathered from the quantitative first phase informed and guided the 
questions used in the qualitative second phase of the study. 
 The first phase of the study employed a non-experimental quantitative correlational 
approach, common in the field of education and social sciences, to yield inferential descriptive 
statistics (Hussey, 2010). Such an approach “targets information seeking to better understand a 
population, theoretical issues, or methodological issues relating to a study” (Daniel, 2012, p.8). 
This research methodology involved systematic empirical inquiry where the researcher does not 
have direct control of the independent variable (Kerlinger, 1986). Two constructs of the Stronge 
evaluation process were examined in this phase of the study: (a) whether teachers and 
administrators have a common understanding of the qualities, behaviors, and practices that 
describe highly effective rated teachers and (b) whether highly effective rated teachers affect 
significant greater gains in student achievement as reflected in an analysis of their growth score. 
 In a sequential explanatory design, priority is usually assigned to the quantitative phase 
simply because the quantitative data collection precedes the qualitative component and 
represents the key aspect of the mixed-methods process (Morgan 1998; Creswell 2003).  Since 
the primary goal of this study was to explore the extent to which teachers and administrators 
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agree upon which behaviors and qualities warrant rating a high school teacher as highly effective 
under each of the six Stronge performance standards, quantitative data collection was given first 
priority. With the quantitative phase relying primarily upon descriptive inferential statistics from 
a single web-based cross-sectional survey and the OASYS evaluation database, the focus of the 
qualitative phase was to explore and interpret these statistical results using thematic analysis of 
coded transcripts of participant interviews. 
 The phases were connected during the selection of participants from individuals who 
completed the web-based survey for the qualitative case studies and through the development 
(Flemming, Adamson, & Atkin, 2008) of the pool of interview questions based on the 
quantitative data analysis. The goal of the qualitative second phase was to explain what factors 
might have contributed to any differences in the perceptions of the participants as to the 
behaviors and practices of highly effective classroom teachers. In using a contextual overlaying 
strategy, the qualitative method assisted in the interpretation of the data or in the reconciliation of 
inconsistent findings from the quantitative approach (Chen, 2006) such that the results of one 
phase complemented the other (Risjord, Dunbar, & Moloney, 2002). In this way, triangulation 
was established by combining the qualitative interviews with a quantitative survey to assess the 
perceptions of the participants about the characteristics of highly effective teachers (Greene, 
Caracelli, & Graham, 1989). 
 As illustrated in Figure 3.1, this mixed methods study concluded with an integration of 
the results of the quantitative and qualitative phases to address the essential research problem. 
The study suggested possible solutions for the problem of precisely differentiating those teacher 
behaviors and practices that contribute to measurable increases in student learning. The results of 
both phases is supported by references to the literature in discussing the findings and 
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implications of this mixed methods study and the direction for future research on the matter of 
teacher effectiveness in Chapters Four and Five. 
Phase 
 
 
Quantitative Data Collection 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
Connectivity between 
Quantitative & Qualitative 
Phases 
 
 
 
Qualitative Data Collection 
 
 
 
 
Qualitative Data Analysis 
 
 
 
 
Integration of Quantitative 
& Qualitative Results 
Inputs Outputs 
  
● Cross-sectional web-based 
Teacher Effectiveness Perception 
Survey (n = 78 teachers and 12 
administrators) 
● OASYS evaluation database 
export of Teacher Practice & 
Student Growth ratings  (n = 131) 
Numeric data 
  
● Data filtering 
● Kendall’s W 
● Mann-Whitney U test  
● Pearson’s r correlation 
● Frequency distributions 
Descriptive inferential 
statistics 
  
● Purposeful selection of 
interview participants (n = 6 
teachers and 6 administrators) 
● Development of interview 
questions 
 
Interview protocol 
  
● Individual interviews 
 
 
Interview recordings &  
transcriptions 
 
  
 
● Coding & thematic analysis 
● Cross-thematic analysis 
 
Codes & themes 
  
 
● Interpretation and explanation 
of results 
 
 
Discussion 
Implications 
Future research 
 
Figure 3.1. Phases of Mixed Methods Approach prepared by Ronald Maniglia to illustrate the 
interrelationships among the phases of the research protocol 
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Site and Population 
 The research site was an ethnically diverse high school located in southern New Jersey 
serving the needs of 34,666 residents from suburban, single-family homes living within 40 
square miles. According to the district’s web-published 2011 Middle States Accreditation 
Report, the county population (70.6% White, 16.6% Black, 6.4% Hispanic, and 4.3% Asian) has 
increased 6% since the year 2000 with 5.8% of individuals less than 18 years of age. Despite a 
median family income of $74,481 and an average home assessed at $264,100 in 2010, nearly 
6.1% of residents live below the poverty level. According to the 2014-2015 New Jersey School 
Performance Report, the high school enrollment of 2,077 students is 97% English-speaking, 
58.2% White, and 28.6% African American with 16% classified with disabilities and 26.5% 
categorized as economically disadvantaged.  In line with the state average, 43.4% of students 
score above 1550 on the SAT. The graduation rate of 90% exceeds the statewide target of 78% 
with 62.2% of alumni remaining enrolled at the post-secondary level after four years. 
 The administrative leadership team includes the district superintendent, high school 
building principal, two directors, three assistant principals, and six content area department 
supervisors. The administrators are responsible for the supervision and annual evaluation of the 
131 full-time certified regular and special education teachers using the Stronge TEPES model. 
The TEPES evaluation framework was adopted by the Board of Education in 2013 following a 
year of staff professional development and pilot implementation. The District Evaluation 
Advisory Committee (DEAC) oversees the implementation of the teacher evaluation model by 
annually reviewing any modifications to the data collection forms, standards performance 
indicators, and reporting requirements in keeping with the provisions of NJ Achieve.  
Site Access 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS  74 
 
  A request was addressed to the superintendent (see Appendix B) seeking approval to 
contact the high school teachers and administrators with email invitations to participate in the 
anonymous online survey accompanied by an explanation of the study. Although the researcher 
had full rights to export any teacher evaluation data as an administrator employed by the high 
school, permission was nonetheless sought to use this information for research purposes. Upon 
receiving authorization from the superintendent, the required forms and documents were 
forwarded to Drexel University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) for review and approval. 
 Participant selection. Among the most frequently used procedures in research, 
nonprobability availability sampling will be undertaken in the study of the high school staff due 
to the straightforward and uncomplicated nature of the process (Daniel, 2012). The 131 high 
school regular, special education teachers, and 12 administrators were invited to participate in 
the survey.  Convenience sampling allowed for ease of access to the site by the researcher 
(Mujis, 2004), the presence of naturally formed groups, such as the school itself and the 
academic departments (Creswell, 2007), and the ability to maximize participation in the research 
(Mujis, 2004). Although the number of administrators was limited, the large population of 
teachers allowed for a degree of selectivity for interview participants.  
 The intent of purposeful sampling is to “select information rich cases that best provide 
insight into the research questions and will convince the audience of the research” (Emmel, 
Seaman, & Kenney, 2013, p. 33). Twelve individuals were interviewed including six members of 
the leadership team and one teacher from each of the six academic departments.  Collectively the 
teachers selected for interviews reflected the demographic distribution of the survey respondents. 
Participants received an Amazon gift card following the interview in appreciation for their time 
and contribution to the study. 
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 Participant Description. Individuals participating in this research study either served as 
administrators, who evaluated teachers using the Stronge TEPES system, or were certified full-
time general or special education teachers evaluated using the same framework. 
 Survey. The 131 teachers who were invited to participate in the survey had received a 
mean Summative rating of effective (3.39) in 2015-16 (see Table 3) using the 2015-2016 state-
mandated weighted average for non-tested areas of 80% for Teacher Practice (3.34) and 20% for 
Student Growth (3.59). Overall, 67% of evaluated teachers were assigned a Summative rating of 
“effective”, with the remaining 33% deemed “highly effective”. 
Table 3 
Mean effectiveness ratings distribution for teachers by department affiliation 
 
Dept. 
  
 
 
N 
Highly  
Effective 
 
Effective 
 
Student 
Growth 
 
Teacher 
Practice 
Summative 
Rating 
 
SPEC ED 24 25% 75% 3.60 3.31 3.37 
MTH 20 40% 60% 3.65 3.26 3.34 
SS/ART 23 39% 61% 3.48 3.44 3.45 
ELA/LANG 27 33% 67% 3.57 3.33 3.38 
PE/ROTC 14 14% 86% 3.50 3.32 3.35 
STEC/BUS 23 48% 52% 3.74 3.40 3.46 
Mean 131 33% 67% 3.59 3.34 3.39 
Note. Highly Effective (3.5-4.0), Effective (2.65-3.49), Partially Effective (1.85-2.64), and Ineffective (0-1.84). 
 
 Of the 78 teachers who responded to the survey, 63 individuals provided demographic 
data. Of these staff members, 54% were female, and 46% were male, with all but four teachers 
identifying themselves as white. Teachers were employed in the district for an average of 14 
years: 19% (1-7 years), 38% (8-14 years), 29% (15-21 years), 6% (22-28 years), 5% (29-35 
years), 2% (36-42 years), and 2% (43-49 years). Approximately 17% of the 63 respondents were 
non-tenured with less than four years in the district. Except for two teachers trained in the 
TEPES framework from a Stronge Associates consultant and two having no prior training, the 
remaining 59 respondents (94%) received turnkey training. Using a 5-point Likert scale, 57% of 
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teachers were satisfied with their training, while 34% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, and 
9% were dissatisfied with their training. Three of the 63 participants did not disclose their 
summative rating during the 2015-16 evaluation cycle, leaving the remaining 57% rated as 
“effective” and 43% rated as “highly effective”.   
 With two exceptions, all administrators participating in the survey were white males 
serving an average of eight years as an administrator in the district. Five of the eleven 
administrators were non-tenured with less than four years in their current position. Nine 
administrators were trained in the TEPES framework from a Stronge Associates consultant, 
while the remaining two respondents received turnkey training. Using a five-point Likert scale, 
64% of administrators were “satisfied” with their training, while 36% were evenly split between 
being “very satisfied” and “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” with their training. 
 Interviews. Based on the demographic data from the survey, 12 individuals, including 
one teacher from each academic department and six administrators, were selected to participate 
in the semi-structured interviews (see Table 4). 
Table 4 
Interview participants 
 
Name Classification Years of District Service 
Ms. Skinner Special Education Teacher 1-7 
Ms. Farmer Mathematics Teacher 8-14 
Mr. Dawkins Social Studies Teacher 8-14 
Ms. Dancer Fine & Performing Arts and PE/Health Teacher 15-21 
Mr. Skywalker English Teacher 15-21 
Mr. Seton Science Teacher 22-28 
Mr. French Academic Department Supervisor 35-41 
Mr. Euclid Academic Department Supervisor 1-7 
Mr. Gonzalez Academic Department Supervisor 1-7 
Ms. Queen  Administrator 15-21 
Mr. Cranston Administrator 1-7 
Mr. Franklin Administrator 1-7 
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 Identification and invitation. In keeping with the principles of autonomy and 
beneficence described in the Belmont Report (1979), participants were notified of the actions to 
be taken to ensure their privacy and the confidentiality of any data gathered during the study. 
Drexel University Form HRP-502 (see Appendix E) was used to obtain informed consent from 
teachers and administrators before completing the survey or participating in an interview. The 
form explained the purpose of the study, the criteria used for inviting individuals, the nature of 
the survey or interview, any potential risks, benefits, or costs associated with participation in the 
study, and other pertinent information. According to Creswell (2007), the likelihood of receiving 
rich data increases upon establishing trust and rapport with study participants.   
Research Methods 
 In the quantitative first phase of this study, numeric data was obtained from two sources: 
(a) an online survey completed by a convenience sampling of every full-time certified regular 
and special education teachers and administrators from the same suburban New Jersey high 
school district, and (b) rating scores from the OASYS evaluation database in each of the six 
standards of Teacher Practice and the standard for student academic growth extracted from the 
summative Composite Score Report for each of the high school teachers.  In the qualitative 
phase, data was gathered from individual interviews of a purposeful sample from the same 
population of teachers and administrators.  
Description of Quantitative Methods Used 
 To answer the first research question, cross-sectional survey data was collected through a 
convenience sampling of all full-time regular and special education high school teachers plus 
every administrator serving as evaluators of those teachers using the Stronge TEPES. “Adequate 
sample size typically relies on the notion of ‘saturation,’ or the point in which no new 
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information or themes are obtained from the data (Hussey, 2010, p. 7)”. A researcher-created 
web-based teacher effectiveness perception survey was made available to every teacher and 
administrator using Survey Monkey. 
 To answer the second research question, effectiveness rating scores from the 2015 
OASYS evaluation database were exported for each of the six standards of Teacher Practice and 
the standard for student academic growth (SGO) for each of the high school teachers. The overall 
Teacher Practice and Student Growth sub-scores were included in the data retrieval as well as the 
Summative effectiveness rating for each teacher. Except for the department affiliation of the 
teacher, any other identifying information was removed from the database export file.   
 “Validity, and the related concept of reliability or consistency of measurement, also can 
be threatened when the wording of survey questions is faulty or when questions contain 
inadequate or inappropriate response options” (Sue & Ritter, 2012, p. 75). Expert feedback 
regarding the results of the pilot study was used to revise the TEPS instrument to improve the 
reliability of the instrument. Reliability and validity of the survey items was established for the 
pilot and final administration using frequency distributions, internal consistency reliability 
indexes and inter-item correlations as needed. The final version of the survey was forwarded to 
the dissertation committee members and Drexel University’s Institutional Review Board. 
 The researcher developed the Teacher Effectiveness Perception Survey (TEPS) following 
an independent review by Dr. James H. Stronge, Heritage Professor in the Educational Policy, 
Planning, and Leadership Area at the College of William and Mary, and by the New Jersey 
Coordinator for the Stronge Teacher and Leader Evaluation models. Dr. Stronge has consulted 
with school districts and other educational organizations throughout the United States to design 
and implement evaluation systems for teachers, administrators, and support personnel. His 
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various publications, including his seminal work, Qualities of Effective Teachers (2007), present 
his research findings on identifying and improving the effectiveness of teachers.   
 Following feedback from Dr. Stronge and the New Jersey Coordinator, the revised survey 
was piloted at a New Jersey school not participating in this study using the Stronge TEPES 
system. According to Sue and Ritter (2012), “Even the most well-crafted questions and carefully 
constructed response options sometimes fail to collect valid and reliable information” (p. 87). 
For this reason, a small sample of the target population excluded from the study was asked to 
“complete the questionnaire and provide feedback about the questions and about the proper 
functioning of the technical elements of the survey” (Sue & Ritter, 2012, p. 88). The final 
version of the survey (see Appendix C) reflected any changes made following the pilot.  
 Online surveys are not immune from common respondent-centered threats to validity 
including participants giving socially desirable responses, an inability of individuals to estimate 
the requested information, and a lack of opinion by respondents on survey items (Sue & Ritter, 
2012) accurately. The threat of instrument decay (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009) was addressed 
where respondents proceed rapidly to answer questions by providing the estimated time required 
to complete the survey. The number of survey items was limited in number and participants had 
the option to skip any questions before the final demographic section. Since the participants were 
not be restricted to workplace technologies to access the survey, the threat of location (Fraenkel 
& Wallen, 2009) was not a consideration.   
 Survey design. The first section of the TEPS survey included six pairs of scenarios 
designed to assess the judgment, decision-making, or attribution schema of the participants in 
distinguishing practices or behaviors ascribed to teachers rated as effective versus highly 
effective. Properly constructed factorial surveys can offer “concrete, detailed situations on which 
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to make judgments rather than the demand for abstract generalizations. Even though the 
questions are hypothetical, vignettes reduce the need for respondents to be insightful and 
conscious of their own thought processes” (Converse & Presser, 1986, p. 24). Participants were 
asked whether the written scenario described a teacher rated as “effective”, “highly effective”, or 
“neither highly effective nor effective” for a given TEPES performance standard.  
 The second survey section asked the participants to view a six minute recording of 
selected scenes of a classroom observation of a high school English teacher and rate her 
effectiveness in each of the six Stronge TEPES performance standards as either “effective”, 
“highly effective”, or “neither highly effective nor effective”.  The final demographics section of 
the survey requested that teachers and administrator provide their years of full-time experience 
and employment in the district, employment classification (tenured or non-tenured teacher or 
administrator), and summative effectiveness rating during the previous evaluation cycle (teachers 
only). The respondents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with the prior training 
provided by the district on the use of the Stronge TEPES model using a six-point Likert scale.  
 Data collection. The gathering of quantitative data involved a two-fold process:  
1. The web-based TEPS survey was distributed using Survey Monkey to the entire 
population of 131 teachers and 12 administrators. The participants were given two 
weeks to complete the survey with the option of participating in a random drawing for 
an Amazon gift card after submitting their responses. Reports and raw data were 
downloaded from the Survey Monkey site for analysis following the close of the 
survey.  
2. Composite Score Report data on all full-time teachers employed at the high school 
was exported from the online OASYS database and stripped of any information 
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identifying individual teachers after the July 2016 rollover. All members of the 
district’s leadership team have access to every teacher’s evaluation forms in the 
database. 
 Data analysis. The analysis of the quantitative data involved two processes: 
1. Raw data from the TEPS survey downloaded from the Survey Monkey website was 
analyzed using the 24th Edition of the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS). Numerical codes were assigned to the demographic factors to serve as 
identifiers when filtering data.  The Mann-Whitney U, a rank-based nonparametric 
test, was used to determine if there were statistically significant differences between 
the teachers and administrators (independent variable) on the rankings of teacher 
effectiveness (ordinal dependent variable) in the survey scenarios and teacher video 
(Lehmann, 2006). Kendall's coefficient of concordance, W, a measure of inter-rater 
agreement for continuous and ordinal scales involving two or more raters, was used to 
determine the extent of agreement among teachers and among administrators (Daniel, 
1980; Marascuilo & McSweeney, 1977). Frequency distributions of the ratings of the 
teacher were examined by using the survey demographic identifiers to determine the 
presence of any trends. 
2. Linear correlation coefficient Pearson r analysis (Myers, Well, & Lorch, 2010) was 
used to determine from OASYS data whether a relationship exists between ratings 
assigned by administrators in each of the six standards of Teacher Practice and the 
Summative rating of Student Growth (SGO) assigned by teachers derived from scores 
from teacher-made pre- and post- subject area tests. Frequency distributions of the 
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ratings of the Teacher Practice and Student Growth standard were examined by 
department to determine the presence of any trends.    
Description of Qualitative Methods Used   
 A single explanatory instrumental case study approach (Stake, 2005) was used to 
investigate the perceptions of teachers and administrators through semi-structured interviews 
(unit of analysis) regarding the behaviors and practices of highly effective teachers within a 
bounded system of a suburban South Jersey high school. According to Yin (2009), a case study 
is germane to the qualitative phase of this study as a form of “empirical inquiry that investigates 
a contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context, especially when the 
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p. 18). Creswell (2009) 
cautions that during the qualitative research phase, “the researcher keeps a focus on learning the 
meaning that the participants hold about the problem or issue, not the meaning that the 
researchers bring to the research or writers express in the literature” (p. 175). 
 Regardless of their role in the evaluation process, each interviewed participant brought a 
unique personal perspective to the question of the qualities of a highly effective teacher, which is 
at the center of the challenge described in the literature of rating teacher effectiveness. A case 
study approach was further appropriate to this mixed methods design, as the technique “relies on 
multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a triangulating fashion, and as 
another result benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data 
collection and analysis” (Yin, 2009, p. 18).  This single explanatory case study approach was 
designed simply to gather unadulterated data for subsequent analysis of patterns or themes. 
 Data collection. Individual interviews using a semi-structured questionnaire (see 
Appendix D) was conducted of a purposeful sample of six teachers and six administrators from 
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the high school. The data gathered from the quantitative first phase informed and guided the 
drafting of approximately six interview questions used in the qualitative second phase. The 
questions focused on the perceptions of teachers and administrators as to the attributes of highly 
effective classroom teachers on the Stronge TEPES standards of teaching practice. Construct 
validity was addressed by employing multiple sources of evidence using data from the 
quantitative phase to support parallel lines of inquiry during the interviews (Yin, 2009). A pilot 
test of the interview was conducted with three teachers at the high school conveniently available 
who were selected for the study to refine the questions and protocol (Yin, 2003). 
 The 20-30 minute face-to-face individual interviews were scheduled at a mutually 
convenient time and location. Care was taken when posing the questions to avoid introducing 
any biases of the researcher potentially threatening the descriptive validity of the study 
(Thomson, 2011). Participants were made aware in the invitation email and accompanying 
informed consent form that the interview would be digitally recorded and transcribed for 
analysis. Miles and Huberman (1994) note that while some transcripts are “thick” in nature, 
“transcriptions often erase the context along with some crucial nonverbal data. What you 'see' in 
a transcription is inescapably selective” (p. 56). For triangulation purposes and to ensure internal 
validity (Merriam, 2009), member checking will be undertaken allowing each participant the 
opportunity to review the transcript of their interview and make any clarifications or corrections 
(Baxter & Jack, 2008; Creswell, 2009). 
  Data analysis. According to Bogdan and Biklen (1982), qualitative data analysis 
involves “working with data, organizing it, breaking it into manageable units, synthesizing it, 
searching for patterns, discovering what is important and what is to be learned, and deciding 
what you will tell others” (p. 145). Yin (2011) describes the analysis of qualitative data as a 
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nonlinear iterative process “making constant comparisons, being especially alert to negative 
instances, developing rival explanations, and continually posing questions about your data” (p. 
177). Inductive data analysis was employed by the researcher to “build patterns, categories, and 
themes from the bottom up, by organizing the data into increasingly more abstract units of 
information” (Creswell, 2009, p. 175).   
 Following the compilation or sorting of the interview transcriptions (Yin, 2011), the next 
step involved descriptive (Miles & Huberman, 1994) or open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998)  
in which labels were applied to the interview transcripts without any inferences beyond the text 
itself. ). For Strauss and Corbin (1990), as the researcher develops axial codes, themes are 
identified as “concepts are compared one against another and appear to pertain to a similar 
phenomenon” (p. 61). During the re-assembling phase, these clusters of codes or substantive 
themes were used to rearrange repeatedly the disassembled fragments into different groupings 
and sequences by displaying the data graphically or through tabular arrays or lists (Yin, 2011). 
During the interpretive phase, a new narrative was drafted using the reassembled content that led 
to further analysis of the data or drawing of conclusions (Yin, 2011). 
 The data collected and analyzed during the qualitative phase served to explain what 
factors might have influenced the ratings assigned by the teachers as compared to those assigned 
by the district administrators under each of the six Stronge performance standards as described in 
written scenarios and as depicted in a classroom observational recording tested through the 
survey administered during the first phase. The quantitative and qualitative phases were 
connected during the intermediate stage when selecting the participants for the qualitative case 
studies from those responding to the survey in the quantitative phase based upon similarities in 
demographics between the groups. By purposefully selecting a diverse representative sample of 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS  85 
 
interviewees, maximum variation was achieved allowing for greater transferability or 
generalization of the findings to others (Merriam, 2009). The integration of the two phases 
occurs during the presentation of the study findings with references made to the supporting 
literature. 
 Timeline. Due to logistical concerns, a request to conduct the study was submitted to the 
superintendent before completing the research proposal hearing and securing approval from 
Drexel University’s Institutional Review Board. Upon receiving IRB approval (see Table 4), 
email invitations with informed consent documents were sent to all full-time teachers and 
administrators at the high school inviting participation in the TEPS survey. Following analysis of 
the survey data, a purposeful sample of teachers and all administrators received email invitations 
to participate in the semi-structured interviews.  
 For the quantitative phase, the survey data collection process occurred during February of 
the 2016-2017 school year. As previously noted, before the formal study, a New Jersey school 
using Stronge TEPES were invited to participate in a pilot TEPS administration to validate the 
survey’s reliability. Raw spreadsheet data and reports from the principle survey were 
downloaded from the Survey Monkey site after a two-week window. Archived 2015-2016 
Composite Score Report data was exported from the Stronge TEPES online evaluation database 
(OASYS) following the rollover process. Analysis of the quantitative data was undertaken using 
the 20th Edition of the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) during February 
2017. 
 For the qualitative phase, interviews were conducted with six administrators and one 
teacher from each of the six academic departments during February 2017 (see Table 5). 
Following transcription and thematic coding of the interviews, the selective analysis was 
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completed during March 2017. Integration of the data from the quantitative and qualitative 
phases of the study concluded with the drafting of Chapters 4 and 5 by early April 2017. The 
dissertation was defended in early May 2017. 
Table 5 
Timeline 
Timeframe  Task 
January 2017  Approval of Drexel IRB 
January 2017  Distribute TEPS eSurvey to administrators and teachers 
Export and analyze OASYS evaluation database data 
February 2017  Analyze data from TEPS eSurvey using SPSS 
Create case study interview questions 
February 2017  Conduct interviews of teachers and administrators 
March 2017  Transcription, coding, and thematic analysis of interviews 
April 2017 
May 2017 
 Integrate quantitative and qualitative analysis 
Dissertation Defense 
 
Ethical Considerations 
 The primary goal of this study, namely to add to the knowledge base on teacher 
evaluation, was achieved by adhering to ethical norms against fabricating, falsifying, or 
misrepresenting the research data. Ethical standards further promoted the trust, accountability, 
mutual respect, and fairness essential for the cooperation and coordination needed among the 
various individuals and institutions involved in this study. In addition to holding the researcher 
accountable to the various stakeholders, the presence of ethical norms also built public support 
for this study. 
 Before conducting the study, the researcher prepared a proposal describing the participant 
selection process and the information to be conveyed to the participants concerning the nature 
and purpose of the study. The proposal was submitted to Drexel University's Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) and the superintendents of the high school selected for the study for review 
and approval. Data gathered from the TEPS survey instrument, online teacher evaluation portal 
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(OASYS), and semi-structured interviews were stripped of any personal identifiers before 
analysis to ensure anonymity and confidentiality. Although incentivized to complete the TEPS 
survey and to be interviewed for the study, individuals were informed that their participation is 
voluntary with the option to leave at any time. The final report of the results of the study was 
made available upon request to any participant and the district Board of Education. 
Summary 
 Determining the qualities or behaviors that distinguish a highly effective teacher from an 
effective teacher has been an ongoing area of study in education. The research is important, as 
greater gains in student achievement may be associated with teachers rated as highly effective 
over those teachers rated effective. Identifying what instructional practices are evident among 
teachers showing increased growth in student learning can influence decisions made regarding 
professional development and training. Evidence suggests that a teacher in the top 16 percent of 
effectiveness will have a positive impact on long-term student achievement equal to 70 percent 
of immediate growth. This gain translates to an eventual aggregate shift in earnings for a class of 
twenty students by more than $400,000 per year (Hanushek, 2011). 
 This chapter described the research design and rationale of this mixed method sequential 
explanatory study. After describing the research site and its population, a discussion followed of 
the research methodology using an online survey and information from the teacher evaluation 
database during the quantitative phase and semi-structured interviews during the qualitative 
phase.  Following an overview of the data collection and analysis, the chapter concluded with a 
brief consideration of the ethical concerns of this study. Chapter Four presents a detailed 
examination of the research findings, results, and interpretations. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS, RESULTS, AND INTERPRETATIONS 
Introduction 
 With most New Jersey educators receiving inadequate feedback to improve teacher 
practice owing to infrequent and ineffective evaluations, in 2011, the state mandated that local 
school districts adopt consistent and rigorous standards-based teacher evaluation systems using 
multiple measures or data sources. The challenge has been distinguishing effective from highly 
effective teachers who display superior levels of instructional practices within structured learning 
environments (McBer, 2000). The purpose of this mixed method sequential explanatory research 
study was to explore the extent to which teachers and administrators in one suburban New Jersey 
high school share an understanding of the behaviors and qualities of a teacher rated as highly 
effective under the six standards of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation 
System. This study also sought to determine whether a relationship existed between teacher 
effectiveness ratings assigned by administrators in each of the six Stronge performance standards 
of teacher practice and the Summative rating of student academic growth.  
 Including value-added measures of student growth derived from pre- and post- test scores 
as a component of a teacher effectiveness rating can be problematic due to an absence of course 
assessments for all subject areas and the inability of statistics to estimate teacher effectiveness 
with certainty (Harris, 2011). The New Jersey Department of Education allowed teachers of non-
tested subject areas to prepare simple and tiered Student Growth Objectives (SGOs). Student 
base scores were determined using existing data from content-specific tests, portfolios, and other 
performance assessments. For the 2015-16 evaluation cycle, the score calculated for student 
growth was weighted as 20% of the summative teacher effectiveness rating.  
 The following research questions were addressed in the quantitative phase of the study: 
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 RQ1: Is there a significant difference between the ratings assigned by the teachers and 
those assigned by the district administrators in the New Jersey high school district under each of 
the six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as depicted in a 
classroom observational video?  
(a) Is there a significant difference among the ratings assigned by district administrators 
under each of the six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as 
depicted in a classroom observational video? 
(b) Is there a significant difference among the ratings assigned by teachers under each of the 
six Stronge performance standards described in written scenarios and as depicted in a 
classroom observational video? 
 RQ2: Is there a significant relationship among the rating scores of the six performance 
standards of Teacher Practice and the rating score for Student Growth among the New Jersey 
high school teachers in the district? 
(a) Is there a significant relationship among the effectiveness ratings assigned by 
administrators in each of the six teacher practice performance standards? 
(b) Is there a significant relationship in effectiveness ratings by department affiliation in the 
scores assigned to teachers rated highly effective versus effective? 
 The following central question and sub-questions were addressed in the qualitative phase:
 RQ3: How do the perceptions of teachers and administrators differ as to the behaviors 
and practices of highly effective classroom teachers within the New Jersey high school district? 
(a) What differences exist in the perceptions among teachers as to the behaviors and 
practices of highly effective classroom teachers? 
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(b) What differences exist in the perceptions among district administrators as to the 
behaviors and practices of highly effective classroom teachers? 
Findings 
Quantitative Phase 
 The findings of the inferential statistical analysis of the cross-sectional survey and the 
teacher evaluation score data are presented in this first section. The web-based survey included 
responses from 78 teachers and 12 administrators. Effectiveness ratings from the 131 teachers 
were exported from the evaluation database including the Student Growth Score, ratings in each 
of the six performance standards of the Teacher Practice Score, and the Summative Score.  
 Differences in ratings of performance standards by teachers and administrators in 
written scenarios and classroom video.  
 A Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine whether differences existed between 
teachers and administrators in the effectiveness rating assigned for each of the twelve written 
scenarios. The effectiveness rating for Scenario #2 was higher in teachers (Mdn = 3.0) than in 
administrators (Mdn = 2.0), U = 582.0, z = 2.201, p = .280. The rating for Scenario #4 was also 
statistically higher in teachers (Mdn = 2.0) than in administrators (Mdn = 1.0), U = 603.5.0, z = 
2.698, p = .007.  Distributions of the effectiveness ratings were similar as determined by visual 
inspection for all standards, except for Instructional Delivery, which was statistically 
significantly higher in administrators (mean rank = 49.05) than in teachers (mean rank = 35.46), 
U = 219.5, z = - 2.238, p = .025. 
 There was general agreement (see Table 6) between teachers and administrators in the 
ratings for the written scenarios except in the standards for Professional Knowledge and  
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Instructional Planning. Similarly, there was agreement between teachers and administrators in  
rating the teacher in the classroom video except for the standard for Instructional Delivery.  
 
Table 6 
Distributions of effectiveness ratings for written scenarios for teachers and administrators 
 
Scenario 
 
Standard 
Mann- 
Whitney 
U 
Z P 
Admin 
Median 
Ratinga 
Teacher 
Median 
Ratinga 
Total 
Ratinga 
1 Professional 
Knowledge 
357.5 -1.040 .298 3 3 3 
2 582.0 2.201 .280 1 2 2 
3 Instructional 
Planning 
396.0 -0.510 .610 2 2 2 
4 603.5 2.698 .007 1 2 2 
5 Instructional 
Delivery 
490.0 1.231 .216 2 2 2 
6 433.0 0.241 .810 2 2 2 
7* Assessment of 
Learning 
309.5 -1.793 .073 2 2 2 
8 404.5 -0.196 .845 2 2 2 
9 Learning 
Environment 
308.0 -1.502 .133 2 2 2 
10 357.0 -0.797 .425 2 2 2 
11 Professionalism 470.5 1.105 .269 3 3 3 12 408.0 0.014 .989 2 2 2 
*Distributions of the effectiveness ratings for scenario #7 were not similar as assessed by visual inspection 
(administrator mean rank = 53.86, teacher mean rank = 42.57) 
a3 = Highly Effective, 2 = Effective, and 1 = Neither Highly Effective nor Effective  
 
Table 7 
Distributions of effectiveness ratings for classroom video between teachers and administrators 
 
Standard 
Mann- 
Whitney 
U 
Z P 
Admin 
Median 
Ratinga 
Teacher 
Median 
Ratinga 
Total 
Ratinga 
Professional Knowledge 382.0 0.738 .461 2 2 2 
Instructional Planning 380.0 0.604 .546 2 2 2 
Instructional Delivery* 219.5 -.2238 .025 3 2 2 
Assessment Of Learning 273.5 -1.293 .196 2 2 2 
Learning Environment 316.0 -0.533 .594 2 2 2 
Professionalism 396.5 0.895 .371 2 2 2 
*Distributions of the effectiveness ratings for standard #3 were not similar as assessed by visual inspection 
(administrator mean rank = 49.05, teacher mean rank = 35.46) 
a3 = Highly Effective, 2 = Effective, and 1 = Neither Highly Effective nor Effective  
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 Differences in ratings assigned by administrators to the performance standards 
described in written scenarios and depicted in a classroom video.  
 The majority of administrators (see Table 8) only agreed on their ratings for Scenarios #7 
and #8 concerning the standard for Assessment of/for Learning.  The administrators neither 
agreed  in their ratings of all of the scenarios (see Table 8), W = .296, p < .0002, nor in their 
ratings of every standard of the observational classroom video (see Table 9), W = .328, p = .003 
using Kendall's W test. The teacher rating was based upon a 3-point scale from “highly 
effective” to “effective” to “neither highly effective nor effective”. 
 The respondents were divided in their ratings for the scenarios targeting the standards for 
Professional Knowledge, Instructional Delivery and Learning Environment. Upon viewing the 
classroom video, the majority of administrators (see Table 9) agreed in their rating for the 
teacher for every standard except for Assessment of/for Learning and Learning Environment. 
Table 8 
Effectiveness ratings of written scenarios by administrators  
 
Scenario Performance Standard Mean SD 
 
 
Mean 
Rank 
Highly 
Effective 
(HE) 
(3) 
Effective  
(E) 
(2) 
Neither 
HE nor E 
(1) 
1 Professional 
Knowledge 
2.73 0.467 9.23 73% 27% 0% 
2 2.18 0.603 6.68 27% 64% 9% 
3 Instructional 
Planning 
2.36 0.505 7.41 36% 64% 0% 
4 1.45 0.522 3.41 0% 45% 55% 
5 Instructional 
Delivery 
1.73 0.467 4.68 27% 45% 27% 
6 2.27 0.467 7.05 27% 73% 0% 
7 Assessment of 
Learning 
2.00 0.447 5.68 9% 82% 9% 
8 2.36 0.505 7.32 27% 73% 0% 
9 Learning 
Environment 
2.45 0.522 8.00 45% 55% 0% 
10 2.09 0.539 6.14 18% 73% 9% 
11 
Professionalism 
2.36 0.809 7.64 55% 27% 18% 
12 1.73 0.647 4.77 9% 55% 36% 
Note. HE = Highly Effective, E = Effective, N = Neither Highly Effective nor Effective 
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Table 9 
Effectiveness ratings of classroom observational video by administrators  
 
Performance Standard Mean SD 
 
 
Mean 
Rank 
Highly 
Effective 
(HE) 
(3) 
Effective 
(E) 
(2) 
Neither 
HE nor E 
(1) 
Professional Knowledge 2.09 0.302 2.55 9% 91% 0% 
Instructional Planning 2.27 0.467 3.09 18% 82% 0% 
Instructional Delivery 2.72 0.467 4.45 73% 27% 0% 
Assessment of Learning 2.55 0.522 3.91 55% 45% 0% 
Learning Environment 2.64 0.504 4.18 64% 36% 0% 
Professionalism 2.18 0.405 2.82 18% 82% 0% 
Note. HE = Highly Effective, E = Effective, N = Neither Highly Effective nor Effective 
 Differences in ratings assigned by teachers to the performance standards described 
in written scenarios and depicted in a classroom video.  
 Except for the standards for Instructional Planning and Instructional Delivery, the 
majority of teachers (see Table 10) disagreed in their ratings for the remaining written scenarios. 
After viewing the classroom video, district teachers only agreed (see Table 11) in their rating for 
the teacher in the standard for Professional Knowledge. Based on the results of the Kendall's W 
test, teachers did not agree with their ratings, W = 0.237, p < .0001 of all of the scenarios (see 
Table 10) or in the ratings of all of the standards of the video (see Table 11), W = 0.052, p = 
.006. Any agreement between the teachers could only explain 23.7% of all variability possibly 
present with perfect agreement for the scenarios and 5.2% for the video (Howell, 2010). 
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Table 10 
Effectiveness ratings of written scenarios by teachers  
 
Scenario Performance Standard Mean SD 
 
Mean 
Rank 
Highly 
Effective 
(HE) 
 (3) 
Effective 
(E) 
(2) 
Neither 
HE nor E 
(1) 
1 Professional 
Knowledge 
2.55 0.526 8.53 56% 42% 1% 
2 2.59 0.521 8.47 60% 39% 1% 
3 Instructional 
Planning 
2.28 0.481 6.98 30% 69% 1% 
4 1.91 0.514 5.18 9% 73% 18% 
5 Instructional 
Delivery 
1.92 0.483 5.23 8% 76% 16% 
6 1.97 0.516 5.52 12% 74% 14% 
7 Assessment of 
Learning 
2.04 0.552 5.84 17% 70% 13% 
8 2.30 0.611 7.14 30% 54% 16% 
9 Learning 
Environment 
2.16 0.597 6.46 27% 62% 11% 
10 1.95 0.571 5.29 13% 68% 19% 
11 
Professionalism 
2.63 0.589 8.82 69% 26% 5% 
12 1.74 0.684 4.55 14% 47% 39% 
Note. HE = Highly Effective, E = Effective, N = Neither Highly Effective nor Effective 
Table 11 
Effectiveness ratings of classroom observational video by teachers  
 
Performance Standard Mean SD 
 
Mean 
Rank 
Highly 
Effective 
(HE) 
(3) 
Effective 
(E) 
(2) 
Neither 
HE nor E 
(1) 
Professional Knowledge 2.19 0.470 3.07 22% 75% 3% 
Instructional Planning 2.37 0.518 3.57 38% 60% 2% 
Instructional Delivery 2.35 0.513 3.52 37% 62% 1% 
Assessment of Learning 2.32 0.534 3.42 35% 62% 3% 
Learning Environment 2.51 0.619 3.96 57% 31% 6% 
Professionalism 2.32 0.563 3.45 37% 59% 4% 
Note. HE = Highly Effective, E = Effective, N = Neither Highly Effective nor Effective 
 Relationships among the rating scores of the six performance standards of teacher 
practice and the rating score for student growth.  
 Pearson's product-moment correlation was calculated from the evaluation database to 
determine the relationship between the ratings assigned in each of the six Teacher Practice 
performance standards and the Student Growth rating (see Table 12). There was a low positive 
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correlation between Student Growth score and the ratings for the standards for Instructional 
Planning and Instructional Delivery. Although a positive low correlation was found between 
Student Growth and the remaining performance standards, the relationship was not statistically 
significant. A low positive correlation was also found between the weighted sum of the six 
performance standards for Teacher Practice and Student Growth. Of note, a strong positive 
correlation was also found between the overall Summative teacher rating and that of the Student 
Growth score. 
Table 12 
Correlation between ratings for Teacher Practice standards and for Student Growth. 
 
Standard Statistical 
Test 
Standard_1 
Knowledge 
Standard_2 
Planning 
Standard_3 
Deliverya 
Standard_4 
Assessment 
Standard_5 
Environment 
Standard_6 
Professionalism 
Practice 
Score 
Student 
Growth 
(SGO) 
Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-Tail) 
.055 
 
.535 
.183* 
 
.036 
.246** 
 
.005 
.145 
 
.099 
.124 
 
.159 
.089 
 
.310 
.228** 
 
.009 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
aStandard 3: Instructional Delivery is weighted double by the district in the calculation of Teacher Practice.  
 Relationships among the effectiveness ratings assigned by administrators in the 
teacher practice performance standards.   
 There was a low to moderate positive significant correlation between ratings assigned by 
the administrators for all of the standards excluding Instructional Delivery and Assessment of/for 
Learning based upon a Pearson's product-moment analysis (see Table 13).  A positive low 
correlation was found between these two standards.  The mean Student Growth score (see Table 
14) of “highly effective” teachers was higher than that of “effective” teachers. Overall, “highly 
effective” teachers received a higher mean Teacher Practice score compared to “effective” 
teachers. However, in three of the six academic departments, Social Studies/Art [SS/ART], 
English/World Language [ELA/LANG], and Physical Education/ROTC [PE/ROTC], a lower 
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Teacher Practice score by “effective” teachers was associated with a higher Student Growth 
score compared to “highly effective” teachers in these same departments. 
Table 13 
Administrator assigned ratings for Teacher Practice performance standards. 
 
Standards                               Statistical Test Stand_1 Stand_2 Stand_3 Stand_4 Stand_5 Stand_6 
Standard_1 
Professional Knowledge 
Pearson Correlation 1 .306** .367** .208* .234** .312** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .017 .007 .000 
Standard_2 
Instructional Planning 
Pearson Correlation .306** 1 .424** .439** .310** .306** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 
Standard_3 
Instructional Deliverya 
Pearson Correlation .367** .424** 1 .105 .452** .222* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .235 .000 .011 
Standard_4 
Assessment of Learning 
Pearson Correlation .208* .439** .105 1 .181* .201* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .017 .000 .235  .039 .021 
Standard_5 
Learning Environment 
Pearson Correlation .234** .310** .452** .181* 1 .343** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .000 .000 .039  .000 
Standard_6 
Professionalism 
Pearson Correlation .312** .306** .222* .201* .343** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .011 .021 .000  
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
aStandard 3: Instructional Delivery is weighted double by the district in the calculation of Teacher Practice. 
 
Table 14 
Comparison of mean Teacher Practice and Student Growth scores between effective and highly 
effective teachers. 
 
Dept. 
 
Student 
Growth 
Effective 
Teachers 
 
Teacher 
Practice 
Effective 
Teachers 
 
Student 
Growth 
Highly 
Effective 
Teachers 
Teacher 
Practice 
Highly 
Effective 
Teachers 
SPEC ED 3.83 3.26 4.00 3.62 
MTH 3.25 3.14 3.88 3.59 
SS/ART 3.78 3.23 3.78 3.79 
ELA/LANG 4.00 3.16 3.89 3.81 
PE/ROTC 4.00 3.31 3.75 3.57 
STEC/BUS 3.36 3.30 3.86 3.60 
Mean 3.70 3.23 3.86 3.66 
Note. Highly Effective (3.5-4.0), Effective (2.65-3.49), Partially Effective (1.85-2.64), and Ineffective (0-1.84). 
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 Relationships in effectiveness ratings by department affiliation in the scores 
assigned to teachers rated highly effective versus effective teachers.  
 Of the 131 teachers in the evaluation database (see Table 15), two-thirds received a mean 
Summative rating of “effective” using a weighted average of 80% for Teacher Practice and 20% 
for Student Growth. While the highest mean score for “effective” teachers was assigned to 
Professional Knowledge, the lowest mean scores were for Instructional Planning and Assessment 
of/for Learning. While the Physical Education [PE/ROTC] department had the highest number of 
teachers rated “effective”, the Science/Technology/Business [STEC/BUS] department had the 
highest percentage rated “highly effective”.   
 The remaining one-third of teachers (see Table 16) with a “highly effective” Summative 
rating earned a “highly effective” score in every standard, except for Instructional Planning and 
Assessment of/for Learning. Of note, these same two standards received the lowest scores for 
teachers rated “effective”.  The highest mean score was assigned to the Learning Environment 
for all teachers rated “highly effective” by administrators except for members of the 
Mathematics [MTH] and Science/Technology/Business [STEC/BUS] department.  The highest 
mean Summative rating for “highly effective” teachers was received by English/World Language 
[ELA/LANG] instructors. 
 While the mean Teacher Practice ratings were within the “effective” range, the average 
Student Growth score for teachers was “highly effective” based upon measured gains in student 
pre- and post- test scores. Despite the difference in these two ratings, (see Table 17) the overall 
mean Summative rating was “effective” as a result of the state-mandated weighting of 80% for 
Teacher Practice and 20% for Student Growth. District teachers received an overall average 
“highly effective” rating by administrators only in Professional Knowledge and Learning 
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Environment. The lowest mean score for any of the performance standards was assigned to 
Assessment of/for Learning, placing in the middle of the “effective” range.  
Table 15 
Effectiveness ratings by department affiliation for effective teachers. 
 
Dept. 
 
% 
Standard 1  
Knowledge 
 
Standard 2 
Planning 
 
Standard 3 
Deliverya 
 
Standard 4 
Assessment  
 
Standard 5 
Environment 
 
Standard 6 
Professional 
 
Student 
Growth 
 
Teacher 
Practice 
Summative 
Rating 
 
SPEC ED 75% 3.22 3.00 3.11 3.00 3.61 3.39 3.47 3.21 3.26 
MTH 60% 3.33 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.05 3.14 
SS/ART 61% 3.71 3.00 3.07 3.00 3.43 3.21 3.29 3.21 3.23 
ELA/LANG 67% 3.06 3.00 3.06 3.00 3.33 3.17 3.42 3.10 3.16 
PE/ROTC 86% 3.92 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.25 3.75 3.46 3.27 3.31 
STEC/BUS 52% 3.50 3.08 3.17 3.08 3.25 3.25 3.63 3.21 3.30 
Mean 67% 3.46 3.01 3.07 3.01 3.31 3.29 3.46 3.18 3.23 
Note. Highly Effective (3.5-4.0), Effective (2.65-3.49), Partially Effective (1.85-2.64), and Ineffective (0-1.84). 
aStandard 3: Instructional Delivery is weighted double by the district in the calculation of Teacher Practice. 
Table 16 
Effectiveness ratings by department affiliation for highly effective teachers. 
 
Dept. 
 
% 
Standard 1  
Knowledge 
 
Standard 2 
Planning 
 
Standard 3 
Deliverya 
 
Standard 4 
Assessment  
 
Standard 5 
Environment 
 
Standard 6 
Professional 
 
Student 
Growth 
 
Teacher 
Practice 
Summative 
Rating 
 
SPEC ED 25% 3.50 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 3.83 4.00 3.62 3.70 
MTH 40% 3.88 3.38 3.75 3.38 3.75 3.25 3.88 3.59 3.65 
SS/ART 39% 4.00 3.67 4.00 3.11 4.00 3.78 3.78 3.79 3.79 
ELA/LANG 33% 4.00 3.78 3.78 3.33 4.00 4.00 3.89 3.81 3.83 
PE/ROTC 14% 4.00 3.00 3.50 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.57 3.61 
STEC/BUS 48% 3.91 3.18 4.00 3.09 3.64 3.36 3.86 3.60 3.65 
Mean 33% 3.88 3.33 3.84 3.15 3.90 3.70 3.86 3.66 3.70 
Note. Highly Effective (3.5-4.0), Effective (2.65-3.49), Partially Effective (1.85-2.64), and Ineffective (0-1.84). 
aStandard 3: Instructional Delivery is weighted double by the district in the calculation of Teacher Practice. 
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Table 17 
Overall effectiveness ratings by department affiliation. 
 
Dept. 
 
Standard 1  
Knowledge 
 
Standard 2 
Planning 
 
Standard 3 
Deliverya 
 
Standard 4 
Assessment  
 
Standard 5 
Environment 
 
Standard 6 
Professional 
 
Student 
Growth 
 
Teacher 
Practice 
Summative 
Rating 
 
SPEC ED 3.29 3.00 3.34 3.00 3.71 3.50 3.60 3.31 3.37 
MTH 3.55 3.15 3.30 3.15 3.30 3.10 3.65 3.26 3.34 
SS/ART 3.83 3.26 3.44 3.04 3.65 3.43 3.48 3.44 3.45 
ELA/LANG 3.37 3.26 3.30 3.11 3.56 3.44 3.57 3.33 3.38 
PE/ROTC 3.93 3.00 3.07 3.00 3.36 3.79 3.50 3.32 3.35 
STEC/BUS 3.70 3.13 3.57 3.09 3.43 3.30 3.74 3.40 3.46 
Mean 3.61 3.13 3.34 3.07 3.50 3.43 3.59 3.34 3.39 
Note. Highly Effective (3.5-4.0), Effective (2.65-3.49), Partially Effective (1.85-2.64), and Ineffective (0-1.84). 
aStandard 3: Instructional Delivery is weighted double by the district in the calculation of Teacher Practice. 
 
Qualitative Phase 
 Twelve individuals were selected to participate in the interviews based on the 
demographic survey data. One teacher from each of the six departments was included in the 
sample in addition to three district level administrators and three academic supervisors. The 
interview responses of six classroom teachers representing each academic department were 
coded with respect to the performance standards. The transcripts of the teachers were reviewed 
following the analysis of the administrator interviews.  
 The responses of the three administrators (Ms. Queen, Mr. Cranston, and Mr. Franklin) 
and three academic department supervisors (Mr. French, Mr. Gonzalez, and Mr. Euclid) were 
axially coded for the six interview questions each targeting a specific performance standard. The 
shared and the differing perceptions of the teachers and administrators were thematically 
examined on the practices and behaviors of a “highly effective” teacher.  The findings of the 
thematic analysis of the coded teacher and administrator semi-structured interviews are described 
in this section organized by standard. 
 Teachers agreed on their understanding of the characteristics of “highly effective” 
teachers in all performance standards except for Professionalism. Administrators agreed on their 
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understanding of the qualities of “highly effective” teachers in every standard except for 
Professionalism and Assessment of/for Learning. Teachers and administrators generally shared a 
broad understanding of the characteristics of “highly effective” teachers within each of the six 
Stronge performance standards. Differences in perceptions were evident between the two groups 
for the standards of Assessment of/for Learning and Professionalism. Academic supervisor, Mr. 
Euclid voiced the perspective of most teachers and administrators, “There’s a lot of subjective 
thought that goes into place. That is where pinpointing as to why somebody is highly effective, 
in my mind, is a little more complicated.” 
 Standard 1: Professional knowledge. 
  Administrator perspective. Every administrator distinguished a “highly effective” 
teacher by their ability to demonstrate “an accurate, current, and deep knowledge of the subject 
matter” (PI 1.4)3 and exhibit “pedagogical skills relevant to the subject area(s) taught and best 
practices” (PI 1.5). Mr. Cranston emphasized that “highly effective” teachers can “talk very 
deeply and thoughtfully about their practice and the research.” Ms. Queen added that “highly 
effective” teachers are “able to clarify for students [by picking up] on those cues right away, and they 
are able to reteach the material maybe a different way because they have such a deep knowledge of what 
they are teaching.”. Mr. Franklin further clarified this point by stating that a “highly effective” teacher is 
“able to dig into the best pedagogical practices [and] show in my lesson plans and my activities 
during my instructional delivery that I mastered the content.” 
 Academic supervisor, Mr. Euclid, noted the importance of “highly effective” teachers as 
leaders knowledgeable beyond subject area content to include “instructional strategies they’re 
using; how to simplify the content; how to make it available for every student; and how to use 
                                                          
3 (PI #.##) refers to the performance Indicator for the specific evaluation standard as listed in Appendix G from the 
2015 Stronge+ Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System Handbook by Stronge & Tonneson.  
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their knowledge in creating curriculum appropriate to be used not only by them, but by their 
[colleagues].” Mr. Gonzalez added that pedagogical knowledge must also encompass “the social 
and emotional characteristics of students of that developmental age and knowing how they 
function.” Mr. French observed that a “highly effective” teacher is “able to adapt to any situation in 
the classroom [and] would not easily get flustered when a student might come up with a very difficult 
question.” 
  Teacher perspective. Mr. Skywalker summarized the perceptions of every 
respondent when describing “highly effective” teachers as, “knowledgeable about the content so 
that they have the competence to be able to deliver that information to students and be able to 
field questions and know how to come up with ways to engage students in learning.” According 
to Ms. Skinner, this ability to deliver the curriculum also depends upon knowledge of the 
required modifications suitable for special needs students. Mr. Seton explained, “a highly 
effective” teacher must be able “to anticipate, because of their depth of knowledge, the kind of 
questions the students are going to ask [and] also know where their own limits are.”  
 Mr. Dawkins characterized the teacher as “an expert in their area ... who has continued to 
expand their knowledge in the subject matter ...  to stay up on the research and be able to make 
the connections that a textbook typically does not really.” Ms. Dancer added that through their 
experience the teacher “can mentor another teacher to show them how they can implement 
techniques into their classroom.” This perception closely matches the description of a “highly 
effective” teacher who “continually enriches the curriculum and serves as a role model in his/her 
knowledge of the subject matter and the proper pedagogy for the content and developmental 
needs of students (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 24). 
  Comparative perspective. Both teachers and administrators agreed that a “highly 
effective” teacher possessed a mastery of the subject area content and the pedagogical skills to 
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deliver curriculum. The interviewees valued individuals who pursued additional formal or 
personal studies concerning their subject area or current instructional strategies. While one 
administrator described a “highly effective” teacher as leading collaborative work with 
colleagues to develop curriculum, this same behavior could also be demonstrated by individuals 
serving as peer mentors described by interviewed teachers.  Regarding pedagogical skills, one 
administrator added that “highly effective” teachers are aware of the social and emotional 
development of learners, while a teacher narrowed the focus to instructors with an understanding 
of the modifications for special needs students.  
 Standard 2: Instructional planning. 
  Administrator perspective. There was a common understanding that “highly 
effective” teachers reflect upon the impact of their immediate and long-term plans on the needs 
of the students and the broader curriculum. Mr. Cranston referred to the “sense of proactive 
thinking” ingrained in “highly effective” teachers who are “able to speak to why they did things 
the way they did [and] that they were thinking about it for a long time." Mr. Franklin contributed 
that “our best teachers work hard to plan instructionally on developing essential questions and 
developing unit themes that are designed to spur higher levels of thought.” Ms. Queen noted that 
“highly effective” teachers “take into account the classroom [and] the background of the students 
[and] have everything planned out with Plan B always ready to go.” 
 Mr. French commented that “highly effective” teachers are “able to see the needs in 
advance of all of their students [and] anticipate any issues that might arise.” Mr. Euclid stressed 
the importance of teachers using data from frequent weekly formative assessments to drive any 
decisions to adjust lesson plans. Mr. Gonzalez viewed “highly effective” teachers as leaders who 
collaboratively plan with colleagues, reviewing the lesson goals and objectives with respect to 
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the curriculum. These individuals also develop lesson plans that include an array of differentiated 
instructional approaches. 
  Teacher perspective. Although “highly effective” teachers plan thoroughly on a 
long-term basis and continually revise lessons, the delivery of instruction remains responsive to 
the needs of the students. Ms. Skinner commented that such a teacher “would be able to adapt 
very easily depending on different circumstances.” Ms. Dancer added that the teacher “revamps 
and decides what can be changed to make it better so that the next time they teach that same 
lesson, they’ve already redone and figured out what was not so great that they could improve to 
make it better.”  Mr. Skywalker observed, “for a highly effective teacher, the lesson plan is not a 
kind of isolated moment. It is actually connected to a network of growth for students.” 
 After emphasizing the importance of collaborating with colleagues to share best planning 
practices, Mr. Seton commented: 
Highly effective teachers have that flexibility to recognize that if a lesson goes very, very 
well, you are going to be able to go further than you expect, or to recognize in your 
planning, that maybe this particular area is going to need more. You are always looking 
back at past plans and past lessons, making notes and evaluating how the lesson went, so 
that your future planning improves. 
 
Mr. Dawkins similarly claimed that the “highly effective” teacher has “the ability to change mid-
day if teaching many different sections of the same class [or] the ability to change and plan on 
the fly to accommodate for the deficiencies seen in the lesson.” Ms. Farmer, however, disagreed 
asserting, “You need to plan out exactly what way you’re introducing [the topic]; in what way 
you’ll have them practice the skill; and how you will extend that skill to modeling. It should not 
be an on-the-fly type of thing.” 
  Comparative perspective. Teachers and administrators described “highly 
effective” teachers as those developing immediate and long-term plans based on anticipated 
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student needs as well as both formal and informal feedback. While the majority mentioned the 
need for flexibility in planning, one interviewee from each group stressed the importance of 
structure and deliberate pacing. Likewise, one teacher and administrator rated instructors highly 
who collaboratively planned with colleagues to share best practices, specifically differentiating 
instruction and promoting problem-solving skills. 
 Standard 3: Instructional delivery. 
  Administrator perspective. Administrators agreed that a “highly effective” 
teacher dynamically engages students (PI 3.3) by employing a variety of instructional strategies 
(PI 3.5) and checks for understanding, modifying instruction to meet individual student needs (PI 
3.8). Mr. Franklin explained that the teacher must “create meaningful learning opportunities 
where the kids, by design in the lesson plan, are going to have to get engaged in the lesson. 
[This] takes a lot of modeling by the classroom teacher so their kids fully understand the 
expectations.”  Ms. Queen stressed that “highly effective” teachers deliver student-centered 
instruction reaching students on various levels. Mr. Cranston commented that by “checking for 
understanding, they are adjusting the lesson based on what they are observing in the students.” 
 Mr. Euclid underscored that “highly effective” teachers ensure “every student goes above and 
beyond their potential for every single lesson.” Mr. Gonzalez further explained that “not only are the 
students participating, but they are engaged, and not only discovering information but delivering it.” 
According to Mr. French, these teachers are “dynamic in their delivery, that is, they seek and can 
deliver new methods of instruction and are able to address all issues thoroughly.”  
  Teacher perspective. The majority of interviewees focused upon teachers who 
facilitated student engagement. In this context, Ms. Farmer explained:  
So much of a highly effective teacher’s presentation style comes from their personality 
and their personal viewpoint of how they present [the content]. A highly effective teacher 
talks much less than an effective teacher because they are drawing from the kids.  I think 
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a highly effective teacher’s classroom should be one where you see more kids talk than 
the teacher talking. 
 
Mr. Skywalker concurred that a “highly effective” teacher “knows how to engage students, even 
when the material is not necessarily exciting or interesting for even the teacher to deliver, but 
finds a way to make it meaningful for the student on an intellectual level.” Ms. Dancer added, 
“The students know what to expect and usually the teacher, in closing, will talk about what they 
learned and things that they need to move forward for the next lesson.” 
 Declaring, “A highly effective teacher looks different in every classroom,” Mr. Dawkins 
stressed tailoring instructional delivery based upon student feedback: 
A highly effective teacher would be someone who meets the needs of the particular class 
they have at that moment.  I would also say that a teacher who delivers instruction in a 
highly effective manner can do so judging by the feedback they are getting from the 
students. Modifying your delivery based on the needs of the students and being honest 
where your shortcomings are is the sign of a highly effective teacher.  
 
Ms. Skinner however argued, “A highly effective teacher needs to have a consistent structure 
within the classroom ... so the students know the routine and the expectations are very clear and 
defined.” Two other teachers agreed that teachers must establish an organized classroom with 
clear, structured learning goals and academic expectations. Reflecting upon the first two 
standards concerning Professional Knowledge and Instructional Planning, Mr. Seton addressed 
elements of several performance indicators: 
The highly effective teacher, bringing in their planning, their knowledge, and all the other 
facets that we deal with, can tailor their instruction to that particular class, to that 
particular day. They can recognize when a particular strategy is not going well, to have 
that flexibility, that depth of knowledge, and that ability to be able to shift gears on the 
fly to take advantage of the teachable moments in a particular topic. Bringing in 
multidisciplinary aspects [is important] ... to show the applications of the material to their 
lives, to really be able to tie the material that we are covering in the classroom to the 
students’ current knowledge base and to make it relevant to them. The highly effective 
teacher is engaging the students [by] going beyond just presenting the material. It is 
really developing an excitement in the students for the material [by using] multiple 
teaching methods. 
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  Comparative perspective. Despite some nuisances in their responses, both 
interviewed teachers and administrators described “highly effective” teachers as facilitating 
classroom learning by dynamically engaging every student. Highly rated teachers had clearly 
defined learning expectations and adjusted lessons based upon student feedback. In describing 
highly rated instructional practice, one teacher stressed making content meaningful and relevant, 
while an administrator valued teachers encouraging students to exceed their potential. 
 Standard 4: Assessment of/for learning. 
  Administrator perspective. Except for the importance placed upon the use of 
formative and summative assessment as a means of providing feedback to the student and the 
teacher (PI 4.9), administrator perceptions varied widely as to the practices of “highly effective” 
teachers.  Mr. Cranston called for the “highly effective” teacher to use assessment methods 
aligned with the “standards or the learning that was at the center of the plan ... appropriate for the 
students.” Mr. Franklin focused on how “highly effective” teachers allow learners “to take risks 
and make errors” by exhibiting “freedom or flexibility on reassessing” without influencing the 
academic standing of students. 
 Mr. Gonzalez observed that the “highly effective” teacher would “not only share but be 
that academic leader. [Such] a teacher is continually reflecting on and revamping their 
assessments based on individual class needs and knowing where classes either are struggling or 
modifying things for those challenged learners.” Mr. Euclid’s expectation of a “highly effective” 
teacher was one who “receives the data and uses it to go back to their instructional planning and 
adjusts their planning or their instructional delivery [and] creates assessments that push the 
students from whatever level they are.” Mr. French echoed this perspective, “The highly 
effective teacher would be able to tailor those tests so that they are challenging to all students.” 
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  Teacher perspective. The interviewees concurred that a “highly effective” teacher 
“uses a variety of formal and informal assessment strategies and instruments that are valid and 
appropriate for the content and for the student population” (PI 4.1). Echoing the concerns of Ms. 
Skinner that assessment must address the needs and learning styles of individual students, Mr. 
Dawkins stressed the need for differentiating assessment: 
Students need different assessments based on their skill level and their particular class.  A 
highly effective teacher looks at what the end product they want their students to be able 
to do and how it is going to be able to fit their specific needs and then adjusts the 
assessment.  
 
Commenting on the need for frequent formative and summative assessments, Ms. Farmer added 
that a “highly effective” teacher “should have their pulse on their students’ learning at all times.”  
 Mr. Seton described a “highly effective” teacher as a reflective practitioner:   
You are using a variety of assessment methods [while] taking into account ... the students' 
strengths and weaknesses. You are analyzing your data and your tests, making 
modifications to those different assessment instruments so that you are continuing to 
grow ... to improve in your craft. You are always learning, always advancing, and always 
improving your assessment instruments. 
 
Mr. Skywalker asserted that the teacher must “give students an opportunity to demonstrate their 
proficiency and knowledge in said skill [by] assessing students in ways that are meaningfully 
understandable to them and measurable.” Ms. Dancer noted the importance of considering the 
growth of the student over time as to how “their confidence has improved as well as their 
ability.” 
 Comparative perspective. Interviewed teachers highly rated instructors evaluating 
student achievement employing a variety of differentiated tools. Singleton responses included 
reference to administering regular formative assessments, revising evaluative methods based 
upon data analysis, and stressing communication and problem-solving skills. While two 
administrators agreed with the perspectives of the majority of interviewed teachers, viewpoints 
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otherwise varied widely concerning assessment. One respondent described “highly effective” 
teachers as promoting risk-taking among students, while others valued those revising course 
assessments as academic leaders and reflective practitioners. Another administrator highly rated 
teachers aligning assessments to course objectives and using gathered data to drive planning. 
 Standard 5: Learning environment. 
  Administrator perspective. Nearly every administrator cited the ability of “highly 
effective” teachers to encourage student engagement and risk-taking [PI 5.5] with repeated 
references to a well-managed, stress-free classroom atmosphere [PI 5.3] based upon mutual 
respect [PI 5.4] and clear expectations for student behavior [PI 5.2]. Mr. Cranston added that the 
“physical environment is going to stand out, reflect thoughtfulness, and connect to key learnings, 
themes, and skills.” Mr. Gonzalez commented that a “highly effective” teacher creates a climate 
“so well developed that the students are actually controlling their own environment. The teacher 
is aware of all of the surroundings … from the minute the students walk in not only their door 
but within the whole building.” Mr. Euclid described a “highly effective” classroom where the 
teacher “is there to help, to provide initial instructions [and] opportunities, but the students are 
the ones doing the work.” 
  Teacher perspective. Reflecting the perspective of every respondent, Mr. 
Skywalker described the classroom atmosphere of a “highly effective” teacher where,  
Students are comfortable, but at the same time, there is that separation between the 
authority figure of the teacher and the adolescent student. They feel engaged and excited 
to be there but at the same time they understand ... they are also in a setting where they 
have to learn. 
 
Mr. Seton added that creating a comfortable environment, “does not mean that it is a playground, 
but there is a mutual respect between the teacher and the students.” To create this learning 
environment, Mr. Dawkins explained, “A highly effective teacher makes the students voluntarily 
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want to be in their classroom [by] appealing to a broad range of students and making them all 
engaged in the classroom environment.” Ms. Skinner agreed, “Foremost is a rapport between the 
kids and the teacher. [For] a highly effective teacher, it is not my classroom, it is our classroom.” 
 Comparative perspective. Teachers creating a safe, comfortable, and engaging 
learning environment based upon mutual respect were rated “highly effective” by both groups of 
respondents. Two administrators and one teacher highly rated teachers creating an atmosphere 
encouraging risk-taking and self-monitoring of behavior by students. However, one administrator 
and two teachers valued instructors maintaining a structured learning environment based upon 
clearly stated expectations with the teacher as the authority. 
 Standard 6: Professionalism.  
  Administrator perspective. The challenge faced by administrators when 
describing the characteristics of a “highly effective” teacher was explained by Mr. Cranston as 
“probably the trickiest because [professionalism] is often the least observable in regards to the 
classroom visit.” Mr. Cranston offered the following perspective:  
To be effective, we expect you to do all the things you are expected to do such as being 
on time and submitting plans and following procedures and so forth. [Highly effective 
teachers] go above and beyond ... in regards to communicating with parents, for example, 
and ... interacting with colleagues. Not that this has to be done, but you’re someone who 
shares your knowledge with other people, and you help a struggling or a novice teacher, 
and you share resources - you help them with a problem. You help your supervisor 
problem-solve something. These people just generally ... put the profession, their 
departments, ahead of themselves [and] they do it without question or complaint. 
 
Ms. Queen viewed a “highly effective” teacher as “involved in the school and their own growth. 
They can self-reflect … and are not afraid to go and get help … and then start to work on that 
area.” Mr. Franklin commented, “There is a certain level of professionalism where these teachers 
are leaders [by] paving the way. These are my go-to people to facilitate what you want to have 
happen … They have the communication skills, the know-how.”  
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 Mr. Gonzalez summarized the opinion of the majority of administrators by observing that 
“highly effective” teachers are “reflective of their own practices and constantly trying to improve 
and set meaningful goals.” According to Mr. Euclid, the teacher, “actively and consistently seeks 
opportunities to become a better teacher and then takes the knowledge and not only incorporates 
into in their classroom but … they share it with the rest of their peers.” Distinguished by their 
contributions to the community, Mr. French emphasized that the “highly effective” teacher is 
involved “in all aspects of the school whether with students in extracurricular activities or within 
a department by getting along with their colleagues [and] able to work with the supervisor and 
the administration in developing and also fostering good relations.”  
  Teacher perspective. The Stronge framework distinguishes a “highly effective” 
teacher as an individual who, “serves as a role model in professional behavior, uses optimal 
means of communication, and initiates activities that contribute to the development of colleagues 
and the enrichment of the wider school community” (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 32). Ms. 
Farmer observed, “I think professionalism is a very tricky area to try to box. I know it when I see 
it.” Mr. Dawkins voiced a similar opinion, “Professionalism out of all the Stronge standards is 
the most difficult to define because common sense things just note themselves as effective. 
Somebody who is highly effective is helping other professionals.”   
 Mr. Seton’s perspective complemented the Stronge criteria for this performance standard:  
Just doing the minimum is not highly effective and yet it is quality over quantity. You are 
setting an example for your colleagues. We should not have to be constantly reminded 
about particular aspects. The highly effective teacher knows what their expectations are 
and they complete those expectations by not just getting them done, but going beyond it.  
It is being that mentor, that role model. Probably almost more than any of the other areas, 
professionalism is where that true leadership aspect comes in. The highly effective 
teacher truly is a leader, a mentor, in their department, in their school, in their cohort, and 
possibly in their particular subject area. 
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 Ms. Skinner further described the expectations of the “highly effective” teacher as an 
example to others in various areas: 
You need to be respectful to your peers, your colleagues, your supervisors, and 
administration. You need to be able to follow rules. Just as much as we expect our 
students to have expectations, we are a role model. To be professional is also just 
basically being good at your job. You have to want to care. You have to be passionate; 
you have to want to come here, and you have to want to do your job. You have a good 
work ethic.    
 
Ms. Dancer suggested “highly effective” teachers are distinguished by their personal appearance, 
mannerisms, and language when interacting with students and colleagues. These characteristics 
were extended by Mr. Skywalker to include, “How the person conducts himself when they come 
in the building on time, their availability for students, and their ability to engage with colleagues, 
and their involvement in the school community.” 
  Comparative perspective. Interviewed teachers generally described a “highly 
effective” professional colleague as a mentor and leader able to work collaboratively. Although 
three of the six administrators shared this perspective, others described highly rated teachers as 
self-reflective individuals seeking professional or personal improvement, exceeding the 
minimum job requirements, and involved in the school community. The latter two behaviors 
were also cited by some teachers with others noting the importance of appropriate decorum.  
Results and Interpretations 
 
 The intent of this mixed method sequential explanatory study was to explore the extent to 
which teachers and administrators in one New Jersey high school share an understanding of the 
behaviors and qualities of a teacher rated as highly effective under the six standards of the 
Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System. This study also sought to 
determine whether a relationship existed between teacher effectiveness ratings in each of the six 
Stronge performance standards of Teacher Practice assigned by administrators and the student 
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Growth Score. An examination of the data (see Table 18) from the teacher evaluation database 
and from a teacher effectiveness survey administered to district teachers and administrators was 
combined with a descriptive thematic analysis of semi-structured interviews. 
 The results of the data triangulation revealed areas of agreement between teachers and 
administrators on their understanding of the indicators of effectiveness for each of the Stronge 
standards. Additionally, the analysis yielded a description of the common perception of teachers 
and administrators of the characteristics of “highly effective” teachers. A relationship was also 
found between specific standards for  Teacher Practice and Student Growth. Key concepts are 
presented in this section based upon a synthesis of the findings and a review of the supporting 
literature. Results and interpretations of the findings are arranged according to the six 
performance standards of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System.  
Table 18 
Summary of written scenarios, classroom video, interviews, and Student Growth by standard  
 
Standard  Scenarios  Video  Interviews Student Growth 
 
 
 
 Among 
Admins 
 
Among 
Teachers 
 
Between 
Admins 
and 
Teachers 
Among 
Admins 
 
Among 
Teachers 
 
Between 
Admins 
and 
Teachers 
 
Among 
Admins 
 
Among 
Teachers 
Between 
Admins 
and 
Teachers 
Related 
to 
Standard 
Professional 
Knowledge 
#1 ● ● ● 
● ● ● ● ● ● ◊ #2 ● ● ● 
Instructional 
Planning 
#3 ● ● ● 
● ● ● ● ● ● ◊ #4 ● ● ● 
Instructional 
Delivery 
#5 ● ● ● 
● ● ● ● ● ● ◊ #6 ● ● ● 
Assessment 
of/for Learning 
#7 ● ● ● 
● ● ● ● ● ● ◊ #8 ● ● ● 
Learning 
Environment 
#9 ● ● ● 
● ● ● ● ● ● ◊ #10 ● ● ● 
Professionalism 
#11 ● ● ● 
● ● ● ● ● ● ◊ #12 ● ● ● 
Note. Green dot ● indicates 65% or greater agreement. Red dot ● indicates less than 65% agreement. Green 
diamond ◊ signifies a significant relationship existed between Student Growth and standard. Red diamond ◊ 
signifies no relationship existed between Student Growth and standard.  
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 Professional knowledge. There was no agreement between teachers and administrators in 
the rating of the written scenarios in the standard for Professional Knowledge. Of note, the 
highest average score for teachers at the high school for any standard was assigned by 
administrators to Professional Knowledge. The behavior distinguishing the teacher in Scenario 
#1 rated as “highly effective” by administrators was her implied role as an academic leader. In 
the Stronge rubric, a “highly effective” teacher in Professional Knowledge “continually enriches 
the curriculum and serves as a role model in his/her knowledge of the subject matter and the 
proper pedagogy for the content and developmental needs of students” (Stronge & Tonneson, 
2015, p. 24). Interviewed teachers and administrators agreed that a “highly effective” teacher 
foremost possessed a mastery of the subject area content and the pedagogical skills to deliver the 
curriculum.   
 There was agreement among and between district administrators and teachers for the 
standard for Professional Knowledge after viewing the classroom video. This was the only 
Stronge standard where district teachers agreed in their rating for the videoed teacher. Overall, 
interviewed teachers and administrators valued teachers who pursued further studies in their 
subject area or instructional strategies. This being said, absent of any documentary artifacts of 
teacher leadership, nearly every administrator rated the teacher in the observational video as 
“effective” in Professional Knowledge. Similarly, the highest percentage of agreement by 
surveyed teachers for any scenario was in the scoring of the instructor in the observational video 
as “effective” for Professional Knowledge. The video transcript indicated the teacher’s behaviors 
demonstrated “an understanding of the curriculum, subject content, and the developmental needs 
of students by providing relevant learning experiences” (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 24). 
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 Although not statistically significant, a low positive correlation was found between 
ratings for Student Growth and Professional Knowledge. Although significant differences in 
student achievement are associated with teacher knowledge, those educators having pedagogical 
awareness of common student misconceptions are more effective versus individuals possessing 
only content area knowledge (Ausubel, Novak, & Hanesian, 1978; Sadler, Sonnert, Coyle, Cook-
Smith, Miller, 2013). Recent studies have also suggested that teacher knowledge of subject area 
content and pedagogy is quantitatively associated with gains in student achievement (Metzler & 
Woessmann, 2012; Olfos, Raimundo, Goldrine, Tatiana, &, Estrella, Soledad, 2014; 
Tchoshanov, 2011).  
 Instructional planning. There was no agreement between teachers and administrators in 
the rating of the written scenarios in the standard for Instructional Planning. Although a majority 
of teachers agreed on the rating for both scenarios, no such consensus was evident among the 
administrators. The effectiveness rating for the instructor described in Scenario #4 (Instructional 
Planning) by teachers was statistically significantly higher than the score by administrators. 
According to the Stronge model, the “effective” teacher “plans using the state’s standards, the 
school’s curriculum, data, and engaging and appropriate strategies and resources to meet the 
needs of all students “ (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 25). A majority of interviewed teachers 
and administrators described “highly effective” teachers as developing flexible immediate and 
long-term plans based on anticipated student needs and varied feedback. An absence of these 
unique characteristics in both scenarios likely accounted for the “effective” rating assigned by 
the majority of district teachers.  
 The majority of administrators and teachers agreed on their rating for the teacher in the 
observational video under Instructional Planning despite an absence of agreement among the 
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teachers themselves. The evidence from the video transcript supported the rating assigned by the 
administrators and teachers as an “effective” teacher “plans using the state’s standards, the 
school’s curriculum, data, and engaging and appropriate strategies and resources to meet the 
needs of all students” (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 25). Teachers effectively differentiating 
their instruction “not only carefully plan … but also provide moment-by-moment adaptations to 
meet specific needs that become clear during instruction” (Parsons, Dodman, & Burrowbridge, 
2013, p. 38). 
 The lowest overall average score for any standard was assigned by administrators to 
Instructional Planning for teachers at the high school rated as “effective”. Likewise, for “highly 
effective” district teachers, this standard received the second lowest mean rating. The low rating 
likely indicated a lack of evidence of teachers planning collaboratively and addressing the needs 
of all learners. A low positive correlation existed between Instructional Planning and Student 
Growth from an analysis of the district teacher evaluation database effectiveness scores. Several 
studies have suggested that no consistent relationships between teacher planning and student 
achievement (Griffin, 2010; Peterson, Marx, & Clark, 1978).  
 Instructional delivery. Although differences existed between teachers and administrators 
in their rating of the classroom video for the standard for Instructional Delivery, both groups 
concurred on their overall scoring of the written scenarios. The discrepancy in ratings between 
teachers and administrators for Scenario #5 was similar to the statistically significantly 
differences between the median effectiveness ratings of teachers and administrators for the 
observational video under Instructional Delivery. The marked disparity in ratings is noteworthy, 
as the district weighs this standard double in calculating the overall Teacher Practice score.  
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 The differences in the effectiveness ratings between the teachers and administrators in the 
written scenarios and in the video were probably due to their inability to determine whether the 
instructors fine-tuned their delivery in response to student needs. Interviewed teachers and 
administrators described “highly effective” teachers as having clearly defined learning 
expectations, but able to adjust delivery based upon feedback, to dynamically facilitate and 
engage every student in learning. According to the Stronge framework, a "highly effective" 
teacher delivers instruction by “fluidly [modifying] strategies, materials, and groupings to 
optimize students’ opportunities to learn and serves as a role model on how to keep all students 
challenged in focused work in which they are active problem-solvers and learners” (Stronge & 
Tonneson, 2015, p. 26). 
 A low positive correlation of the scores between Instructional Delivery and Assessment 
of/for Learning suggested a possible disconnect between the gathering of student feedback and 
instructional practice. A low positive correlation was also found between Instructional Delivery 
and Student Growth scores. At least one study has also found a weak positive relationship 
between instruction and student achievement depending upon measures of student achievement 
(Le, Stecher, & Lockwood, 2006).  Other research has suggested instructional delivery aligned 
with assessment practices yields gains in achievement (Odden, Borman, & Fermanich, 2004). 
 Assessment of/for learning. There was agreement between teachers and administrators in 
the rating of the written scenarios in the standard for Assessment of/for Learning despite 
differences among the teachers in the scoring of the two scenarios. Of note, only in this standard, 
did the majority of administrators agree on the ratings for both scenarios. Although there was 
agreement between the teachers and administrators upon viewing the classroom video, 
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differences existed within both groups themselves on their rating for the teacher for Assessment 
of/for Learning.   
 In Scenario #8 the instructor uses assessment data to “re- examine and fine-tune teaching 
based on these data, [and] teach students how to monitor their own progress” (Stronge & 
Tonneson, 2015, p. 28). In the Stronge rubric, an “effective” teacher “systematically gathers, 
analyzes, and uses relevant data to measure student progress, guide instructional content and 
delivery methods, and provides timely feedback to students, parents, and stakeholders” (Stronge 
& Tonneson, 2015, p. 28). The spread of effectiveness ratings by teachers for the scenarios and 
the disparity in scores among teachers and administrators for the videoed teacher was likely due 
to an absence of a common understanding of the distinguishing indicators for this standard.
 The lowest mean score for any performance standard assigned to a teacher at the high 
school by an administrator was for Assessment of/for Learning regardless of the teacher’s 
Summative rating.  Analysis of evaluation scores additionally yielded a low positive correlation 
between Assessment of/for Learning and Student Growth.  With conventional pre- and post- 
course assessments used by most district teachers solely for evaluation purposes, no appreciable 
relationship was expected between Assessment of/for Learning and Student Growth. According 
to one study, a classroom assessment climate where teachers emphasize such traditional testing 
might encourage students to avoid performance (Alkharusi, 2008). 
 A low positive correlation was found between Instructional Delivery and Assessment 
of/for Learning suggesting that the pedagogical and assessment practices of teachers may not be 
as closely aligned to affect significantly student academic growth. As evidence, the same 
statistical relationship existed between the weighted sum of the six performance standards for 
Teacher Practice score and the Student Growth. Although a strong positive association was 
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found between the overall Summative and Student Growth scores, the weighting of the latter 
rarely shifted a teacher from one rating level to another. Consequently, “effective” Teacher 
Practice was not associated with gains in student achievement irrespective of the Summative 
teacher effectiveness rating. 
 Except for members of the Social Studies, Family & Consumer Science, and Arts 
departments,  every teacher was rated “highly effective” in achieving measurable student growth. 
Save for the above groups, according to Stronge, district teachers presumably served as “role 
model[s] in that his/her work [resulted] in an exceptional level of student progress with all 
populations of learners” (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 34).  In three of the six academic 
departments, Social Studies/Art, English/World Language, and Physical Education/ROTC, a 
lower Teacher Practice score by “effective” teachers was associated with a higher Student 
Growth score compared to “highly effective” teachers in these same departments. Differences 
existing between the philosophies and assessment practices by the arts, humanities, and social 
sciences teachers and their academic supervisors compared to colleagues in the pure sciences, 
mathematics, and technology departments may have accounted for these discrepancies.   
 Learning environment. Despite differences among the teachers and administrators 
themselves in rating the written scenarios and the teacher in the observational video, general 
agreement was evident between the groups in both cases in the Learning Environment standard. 
Differences in the rating of the scenarios among teachers and administrators was likely due to the 
omission of written descriptors of an engaging learning atmosphere observable in the classroom 
video. The videoed teacher earned a rating of “highly effective” by most administrators and 
teachers under the standard for the Learning Environment.  
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 Described in the video transcript, this “highly effective" teacher” serves as a role model 
in creating a dynamic learning environment where students monitor their behavior and develop a 
sense of responsibility” (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 35).  Interviewed teachers and 
administrators highly rated teachers creating a safe, comfortable, and engaging learning 
environment based upon mutual respect. Although encouraging student independence, the 
videoed teacher also maintained a level of authoritative control valued by several interviewees.   
 “Highly effective” high school teachers received the highest average rating in Learning 
Environment, except for members of the Mathematics, and Science/Technology and Business 
departments. Administrators may have expected to observe well-managed classrooms by these 
teachers as vital to student learning in these disciplines. However, despite the high rating by 
administrators, no significant relationship was found between Learning Environment and Student 
Growth. Given the study limitations, this finding appeared to contradict research suggesting 
efficiently managed classrooms promote successful use of instructional strategies and encourage 
student learning (Marzano, Marzano, & Pickering, 2003). 
 Professionalism. Although median effectiveness ratings were not statistically 
significantly different between teachers and administrators for videos and scenarios for 
Professionalism, distinct differences were evident within both groups. The vast majority of 
district teachers rated the instructor in Scenario #11 as “effective” compared to administrators 
ranking the teacher as “highly effective”.  The teacher implicitly “used optimal means of 
communication and initiated activities that contributed to ... the enrichment of the wider school 
community” (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 36). While most administrators rated the teacher in 
Scenario #12 as “effective” and nearly the same percentage of district teachers assigned a rating 
of “highly effective”, one-third of both groups assigned a rating of “neither highly effective nor 
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effective”. Teacher, Mr. Dawkins predicted these disparities among teachers and administrators 
“Professionalism, out of all the Stronge standards, is the most difficult to define.”  
 While there was agreement among administrators and between both groups when rating 
the teacher in the observational video for Professionalism, differences existed among teachers. 
Only in this standard was no consensus expressed among and between the district teachers and 
administrators during the interviews. Many interviewed teachers described a “highly effective” 
teacher as a mentor and leader able to work collaboratively. While some administrators agreed 
with this perspective, others described “highly effective” teachers as self-reflective individuals 
exceeding the job requirements, who sought professional or personal improvement, and were 
involved in the school community. Several teachers also stressed the importance of "highly 
effective" teachers exhibiting appropriate behavior.   
 There have been numerous conceptual studies investigating the underlying assumptions 
and characteristics of teacher professionalism (Evans, 2011; Furlong, 2001; Hargreaves, 2000). 
The absence of agreement among teachers and administrators in this study paralleled the findings 
of recent large-scale research of the views of British teachers:  
Teachers’ thinking about their professionalism may be construed in terms of a model 
with an inner core of strong shared beliefs and commitments, an important intermediate 
set of coherent but contested components of professionalism, and an outer layer of 
disparate elements which are generally highly disputed and which remain unintegrated 
into broader ways of thinking (Swann, McIntyre, Pell, Hargreaves, & Cunningham, 2010, 
p. 566).  
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Although the behaviors of classroom teachers have been considered key in promoting student 
learning (Day, 1999), given its limitations, this study found no statistically significant 
relationship between Professionalism and Student Growth.  
Summary 
 The results of this study found differences existed between teachers and administrators in 
one New Jersey high school district in their perceptions of the practices of effective teachers. The 
most significant disparities among teachers and administrators themselves were evident in the 
standards for Assessment of/for Learning and Professionalism based upon survey results and 
interview responses. Analysis of the evaluation database scores suggested a minimal relationship 
between Teacher Practice and Student Growth. The conclusions reached in this study along with 
recommendations for possible action solutions to the research problem and suggestions for 
further investigation are presented in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this mixed method sequential explanatory research study was to explore 
the extent of agreement among and between teachers and administrators as to the behaviors and 
qualities characterizing a “highly effective” high school teacher under each of the six standards 
of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System. The study also explored if 
a significant relationship existed between the ratings assigned by administrators in each of the six 
standards of Teacher Practice and the rating for Student Growth. During the quantitative portion 
of the study, a convenience sample of teachers and administrators rated the effectiveness of a 
teacher against the six Stronge performance standards described in sets of written scenarios and 
observed in a video of a teacher during a classroom lesson. In the subsequent qualitative phase, a 
single explanatory instrumental case study approach was used to investigate the perceptions of 
teachers and administrators through semi-structured interviews within a bounded system of a 
suburban South Jersey high school. 
 School districts adopted performance-based teacher evaluation systems, such as the 
Stronge TEPES model, in response to the accountability requirements of No Child Left Behind 
in 2002 and Race to the Top in 2009. However, current teacher evaluation instruments and 
student assessment methods are limited due to the immeasurable interaction of external and 
internal factors inseparable from teaching behaviors (Newton, Darling-Hammond, Haertel, & 
Thomas, 2010; Thomas & Mason, 2000). In response to a lack of  alignment between teacher 
performance ratings by administrators and student academic progress (Flink, Boggiano, & 
Barrett, 1990), value-added measures, such as Student Growth Objectives, were introduced into 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS  123 
 
evaluation systems as indicators of teacher effectiveness despite their inability to account for 
differences among learners (Haertel, 2013).  
 This chapter answers the research questions and draws conclusions within the specific 
areas of this study. Possible solutions to the problem statement are discussed with respect to the 
results and interpretations of the findings. Recommendations are made regarding standards of 
teacher practice and measures of student growth that can best differentiate and enhance the 
effectiveness of teachers and student learning. Directions for professional development are 
offered to improve instructional pedagogy and student assessment. Suggestions for further 
research are presented given the limitations and assumptions of this study. Chapter 5 concludes 
with some closing comments for the reader on the importance of teacher evaluation. 
Conclusions 
 Several themes are revealed by the results of this study with respect to the research 
questions concerning the perceptions of teachers and administrators as to the practices and 
behaviors of effective teachers. Additional themes are suggested addressing the questions of  
possible relationships among effectiveness scores particularly with respect to Teacher Practice 
and Student Growth.  
 Shared perceptions of effectiveness are limited among administrators and teachers. 
There was significant disagreement among administrators and among teachers in their ability to 
rate teacher effectiveness under the standard of Professionalism. This was expected owing to 
failed past attempts by the district to quantify indicators of professionalism using a task-based 
checklist. The lack of agreement in the rating of Assessment of/for Learning reflects the need 
among administrators to determine the optimal balance between qualitative verbal feedback and 
quantitative testing. Teachers reached consensus among themselves only when assessing 
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effectiveness under the standards for Instructional Planning and Instructional Delivery. Given 
their daily job responsibilities focus on the planning and delivery of instruction, it was expected 
that teachers would agree in their understanding of these performance standards. Interestingly, 
administrators could not agree on the practices of Instructional Planning perhaps owing to the 
absence of a defined instructional model for the district. 
 Shared perceptions of effectiveness are limited between teachers and administrators. 
The assessment of teacher effectiveness depends on the ability of teachers and administrators to 
perceive indicators of standard performance from the available evidence. There was a lack of 
shared understanding between these groups in the standards for Professional Knowledge, 
Instructional Planning, and Instructional Delivery. Having a common understanding of the 
professional knowledge of the teacher is considered essential in planning and delivering 
classroom instruction (Danielson, 2007). Differences between the teachers and administrators 
under Professional Knowledge indicates the need to reconcile the emphasis each group places 
upon subject area content versus pedagogical knowledge. The disagreement with regard to 
Instructional Planning calls for a common purposeful design of lesson plans. The absence of a 
shared understanding concerning effective practices for Instructional Delivery warrants further 
study given the double weighting of this standard in the calculation of the Teacher Practice score. 
 Challenges exist identifying “highly effective” teachers of Professionalism and 
Assessment of/for Learning.  Regardless of their Summative rating, the lowest scores assigned 
to teachers by district administrators was for Assessment of/for Learning. Interviewed teachers 
and administrators shared an understanding of the characteristics of “highly effective” teachers in 
every standard except for Assessment of/for Learning and Professionalism. Disagreement among 
teachers and administrators in their ratings of scenarios and the observation video suggest 
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significant challenges exist in discerning a “preponderance of evidence” supporting a “highly 
effective” rating for teachers in these standards.  
 Effectiveness ratings vary by department affiliation. There was an increased 
likelihood for teachers to receive effectiveness ratings within specific ranges for particular 
standards depending upon their department affiliation. Discrepancies among ratings could be 
attributed to variations in the years of experience of teachers by department and in the familiarity 
of administrators in the application of the Stronge framework. Additionally, differences in 
department philosophies, professional climate, and assessment practices likely contributed to 
rating trends.  
 Teacher Practice is not highly related to Student Growth.  A low positive relationship 
was evident between the six standards for Teacher Practice and the Student Growth score. This 
conclusion must be considered in light of Student Growth ratings being based on relative gains in 
achievement measured by scores from assessments designed, administered, graded, and analyzed 
by the teacher. Professional development is needed to ensure the consistent rigor of the SGO 
assessments and the meaningful interpretive analysis of the data by district teachers and across 
academic departments.  
Recommendations 
 This study focused on the problem of how to differentiate precisely the behaviors and 
practices of effective teachers that could potentially contribute to increases in student learning. 
First, solutions to the problem are difficult due to an absence of a common understanding of 
effective pedagogy and questionable assumptions in cases of infrequent agreement among 
educators (Strong, Gargani, & Hacifazlioglu, 2011; Hamre, Goffin, & Kraft-Sayre, 2009). 
Second, solutions are challenging due to a “lack of fair and accurate measures of student 
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performance [making] it difficult to determine the value-added impact of a teacher” (Stronge, 
2015, p. A-12). Haertal (2013) observed while “VAM scores do predict important student 
learning outcomes ... even the best models are not pure measures of teacher effectiveness” (p. 
17). 
 One possible solution to the first challenge would require teachers and administrators to 
participate regularly in co-observations followed by a discussion of their individual application 
of the performance standards in evaluating the effectiveness of the teacher. Comparing rationales 
for assigned ratings after viewing exemplar classroom videos or directly observing in-district 
teachers could promote a common understanding of the practices and behaviors of “highly 
effective” teachers between teachers and administrators. This activity extends in a similar 
fashion to district teachers the NJ Achieve requirement for administrators to conduct at least two 
co-observations each year to ensure inter-rater reliability. 
 Acknowledging the limitations of any VAM approach, a possible solution to the second 
challenge would require systemic alignment between curriculum, instruction, and assessment 
models at the high school with the Stronge evaluation performance standards. This study found 
not only low teacher evaluation ratings and survey results in Assessment of/for Learning, but 
also a lack of shared perceptions between interviewed teachers and administrators concerning 
practices of “highly effective” teachers in this area. Until these deficiencies are addressed, the 
use of regular classroom assessments as one of multiple data points to measure Student Growth 
must be critically examined when determining teacher effectiveness.    
Recommendations for Practice Concerning Perceptions of Teacher Effectiveness 
 The following recommendations are offered to district administrators, local Boards of 
Education, and policy makers concerning perceptions of teacher effectiveness:  
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1. Allocate resources for professional development opportunities for district teachers and 
administrators to evaluate collaboratively the effectiveness of exemplar teachers to reach 
a shared understanding of the practices and behaviors associated with the Assessment 
of/for Learning, Professionalism, Professional Knowledge, Instructional Planning, and 
Instructional Delivery. 
2. Focus the attention of district administrators during observations on the roles of the 
Learning Environment and teacher Professionalism on student learning. 
3. Encourage communication among and between teachers and administrators concerning 
their common understanding of the indicators of teacher effectiveness under each Stronge 
performance standard specific to the teacher as “role model”. 
4. Assign academic supervisors to perform formal and informal observations of teachers in 
all departments to gain an appreciation of the professional climate, curricular 
philosophies, and assessment practices specific to each content area.    
Recommendations for Practice Concerning Assessment of Student Growth 
 The following recommendations are offered to district administrators, local Boards of 
Education, and policy makers concerning the measure of Student Growth:    
1. Provide training to the district teachers and administrators on the development of quality 
standards-aligned, embedded, and authentic classroom assessments appropriate to the 
measure of student growth over time. 
2. Assist district teachers and administrators in precisely analyzing and interpreting student 
achievement data to drive lesson planning and delivery of instruction.  
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3. Inform Board of Education members and stakeholders of the limitations of using value-
added assessments to measure Student Growth when making decisions regarding a 
teacher’s effectiveness potentially affecting their continued employment status. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 The following recommendations are offered to researchers and policy makers concerning 
directions for future research: 
1. Expand the study by increasing the number of participants across several districts using 
Stronge TEPES, including those with different demographic factors, such as increased 
populations of at-risk, special education, and/or English language learners. 
2. Replicate the study to explore whether multiple authentic measures of Student Growth 
over time other than pre- and post- assessments show an increased significant relationship 
with Teacher Practice. 
3. Add sub-questions to the interview protocol to determine the rationale for the 
respondent’s description of a “highly effective” teacher under each Stronge standard. 
4. Explore the perceptions of students as to the characteristics of “effective” teachers 
compared to teachers and administrators. 
Summary 
 The Stronge evaluation system offers teachers and administrators a comprehensive 
research-based framework for assessing teacher effectiveness under standards for Teacher 
Practice and Student Growth based upon sets of performance indicators. Under the appraisal 
rubric for each standard, “highly effective” teachers are distinguished by exceeding the 
“effective” level of performance by serving as “role models”. Making this distinction has been 
problematic for teachers and administrators due to the limitations of current teacher evaluation 
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instruments and student assessment methods. According to Scriven (1991), "Without such a 
process, there is no way to distinguish the worthwhile from the worthless.” (p. 4) 
 The results of this study have better informed educators, policy makers, and researchers 
of the perceptions of teachers and administrators of the behaviors and practices distinguishing 
effective teachers in one suburban New Jersey high school district. The study has further 
elucidated the relationship between the performance standards ratings for Teacher Practice and 
Student Growth.  Regardless, challenges will remain until teachers and administrators share an 
appreciation of the characteristics of “highly effective” teachers and agree upon the relevance of 
value-added measures of student growth. In the words of author William A. Ward (1994), “The 
mediocre teacher tells. The good teacher explains. The superior teacher demonstrates. The great 
teacher inspires”. 
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Appendix A: Comparison of Evaluation Frameworks 
 
Danielson Stronge McREL Marzano 
1.a Demonstrating 
Knowledge of Content & 
Pedagogy: 
i. Content knowledge 
1.4 The teacher 
demonstrates an 
accurate knowledge of 
the subject matter 
3.B. Teachers know the 
content appropriate to 
their teaching specialty 
3.C. Teachers recognize 
the interconnectedness 
of content 
area/discipline 
1.8. Previewing New 
Content 
1.10. Processing of New 
Information 
1.11. Elaborating on New 
Information 
1.12. Recording and 
Representing Knowledge 
1.a.ii Prerequisite 
relationships 
1.1 The teacher 
effectively addresses 
appropriate curriculum 
standards. 
1.2 The teacher 
integrates key content 
elements and facilitates 
students’ use of higher 
level thinking skills in 
instruction 
3.A. Teachers align their 
instruction with the New 
Jersey/Common Core 
Curriculum Content 
Standards and approved 
District curriculum 
2.44. Attention to 
Established Content 
Standards 
1.a.ii Content pedagogy 1.5 The teacher 
demonstrates skills 
relevant to the subject 
area(s) taught 
3.B. Teachers know the 
content appropriate to 
their teaching specialty 
1.9. Chunking content 
into digestible bites 
1.b. Demonstrating 
Knowledge of Students: 
i. Child development 
1.7 The teacher 
demonstrates an 
understanding of the 
intellectual, social, 
emotional, and physical 
development of the age 
group 
4.A. Teachers know the 
ways in which learning 
takes place, and they 
know the appropriate 
levels of intellectual 
physical, social, and 
emotional development 
of their students 
2.42. Effective 
Scaffolding of 
Information with Lessons 
1.b.ii Learning process 1.3 The teacher 
demonstrates ability to 
link present content with 
past and future learning 
experiences, other 
subject areas, and real 
world experiences and 
applications. 
3.D. Teachers make 
instruction relevant to 
students 
2.42. Effective 
Scaffolding of 
Information with Lessons 
1.b.iii Special needs 2.3 The teacher plans for 
differentiated instruction 
2.B. Teachers embrace 
diversity in the school 
community and the 
world 
1.39. Demonstrating 
Value and Respect for 
Low Expectancy Students 
1.48. Needs of Students 
Receiving Special 
Education 
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1.b.iv student skills, 
knowledge 
& proficiency 
1.7 The teacher 
demonstrates an 
understanding of the 
intellectual, social, 
emotional, and physical 
development of the age 
group 
3.2 The teacher builds 
upon students’ existing 
knowledge and skills 
2.C. Teachers treat 
students as individuals 
4.A. Teachers know the 
ways in which learning 
takes place, and they 
know the appropriate 
levels of intellectual 
physical, social, and 
emotional development 
of their students 
1.17. Examining 
Similarities and 
Differences 
1.18. Examining Errors in 
Reasoning 
1.b.v Interests & cultural 
heritage 
5.5 The teacher 
promotes cultural 
sensitivity 
5.6 The teacher respects 
students’ diversity, 
including language, 
culture, race, gender, 
and special needs 
2.B. Teachers embrace 
diversity in the school 
community and the 
world 
3.D. Teachers make 
instruction relevant to 
students 
1.36. Understanding 
Students’ Interests and 
Background 
1.c Setting Instructional 
Outcomes: 
i Value, sequence & 
alignment 
2.4 The teacher aligns 
lesson objectives to the 
school’s curriculum and 
student learning needs 
3.A. Teachers align their 
instruction with the New 
Jersey/Common Core 
Curriculum Content 
Standards and approved 
District curriculum 
1.6. Identifying Critical 
Information 
1.c.ii Clarity 3.7 The teacher 
communicates clearly 
and checks for 
understanding 
4.G. Teachers 
communicate effectively 
  
1.c.iii Balance 2.5 The teacher develops 
appropriate long- and 
short-range plans and 
adapts plans when 
needed 
4.B. Teachers plan 
instruction appropriate 
for their students 
2.43. Lessons within 
Units 
1.c.iv Suitability for 
diverse learners 
2.3 The teacher plans for 
differentiated instruction 
3.3 The teacher 
differentiates instruction 
to meet the students’ 
needs 
3.D. Teachers make 
instruction relevant to 
students 
1.39. Demonstrating 
Value and Respect for 
Low Expectancy Students 
2.47. Needs of English 
Language Learners 
2.48. Needs of Students 
Receiving Special 
Education 
2.49. Needs of Students 
Who Lack Support for 
Schooling 
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1.d Demonstrating 
Knowledge of 
Resources: 
i For classroom 
3.5 The teacher uses a 
variety of effective 
instructional strategies 
and resources 
3.6 The teacher uses 
instructional technology 
to enhance student 
learning 
4.D. Teachers integrate 
and utilize technology in 
their instruction 
2.45. Use of Available 
Traditional Resources 
2.46. Use of Available 
Technology 
1.d.ii To extend content 
knowledge 
1.2 The Teacher 
integrates key content 
elements and facilitates 
students’ use of higher 
level thinking skills in 
instruction 
4.E. Teachers help 
students develop critical 
thinking and problem 
solving skills 
2.46. Use of Available 
Technology 
1.d.iii For students 3.6 The teacher uses 
instructional technology 
to enhance student 
learning 
3.D. Teachers make 
instruction relevant to 
students 
2.45. Use of Available 
Traditional Resources 
2.46. Use of Available 
Technology 
1.e Designing Coherent 
Instruction: 
i Learning activities 
4.4 The teacher aligns 
student assessment with 
established curriculum 
standards and 
benchmarks 
4.B. Teachers plan 
instruction appropriate 
for their students 
1.25. Using Academic 
Games 
1.e.ii Instructional 
materials & resources 
3.5 The teacher uses a 
variety of effective 
instructional strategies 
and resources 
4.C. Teachers use a 
variety of instructional 
materials 
1.14. Reviewing Content 
1.23. Providing 
Resources and Guidance 
1.e.iii Instructional 
groups 
5.1 The teacher arranges 
the classroom to 
maximize learning while 
providing a safe 
environment 
4.E. Teachers help 
students work in teams 
and develop leadership 
qualities 
1.15. Organizing Students 
to Practice and Deepen 
Knowledge 
1.e.iv Lesson and unit 
structure 
2.5 The teacher develops 
appropriate long- and 
short-range plans and 
adapts plans when 
needed 
4.B. Teachers plan 
instruction appropriate 
for their students 
1.21. Organizing Students 
for Cognitively Complex 
Tasks 
1.f Designing Student 
Assessments: 
i Congruence with 
outcomes 
4.4 The teacher aligns 
student assessment with 
established curriculum 
standards and 
benchmarks 
4.H. Teachers use a 
variety of materials to 
assess what each student 
learned 
1.1. Providing Clear 
Learning Goals and 
Scales (Rubrics) 
1.f.ii Criteria and 
standards 
2.4 The teacher aligns 
lesson objectives to the 
school’s curriculum and 
student learning needs 
4.H. Teachers use a 
variety of materials to 
assess what each student 
learned 
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1.f.iii Formative 
assessments 
4.5 The teacher uses 
assessment tools for 
both formative and 
summative purposes and 
uses grading practices 
that report final mastery 
in relationship to content 
goals and objectives 
4.H. Teachers use a 
variety of materials to 
assess what each student 
learned 
  
1.g Use for planning 4.6 The teacher uses 
assessment tools for 
both formative and 
summative purposes to 
inform, guide, and adjust 
students’ learning 
4.H. Teachers use a 
variety of materials to 
assess what each student 
learned 
  
2.a Creating an 
Environment of Respect 
& Rapport: 
i. Teacher interaction 
with students 
3.1 The teacher engages 
and maintains students 
in active learning 
5.4 The teacher 
establishes a climate of 
trust and teamwork by 
being fair, caring, 
respectful, and 
enthusiastic 
5.7 The teacher actively 
listens and pays 
attention to students’ 
needs and responses 
1.B. Teachers provide an 
environment in which 
each child has a positive, 
nurturing relationship 
with caring adult 
2.C. Teachers treat 
students as individuals 
1.26. Managing Response 
Rates 
1.27. Using Physical 
Movement 
2.a.ii Student interaction 
with students 
5.8 The teacher 
maximizes instructional 
learning time by working 
with students 
individually as well as in 
small groups or whole 
groups 
4.F. Teachers help 
students work in teams 
and develop leadership 
qualities 
  
2.b Establishing a 
Culture for Learning: 
i Importance of content 
1.4 The teacher 
demonstrates an 
accurate knowledge of 
the subject matter 
    
2.b.ii Expectations for 
learning and 
achievement 
1.6 The teacher bases 
instruction on goals that 
reflect high expectations 
and an understanding of 
the subject 
2.B. Teachers embrace 
diversity in the school 
community and the 
world 
1.39. Demonstrating 
Value and Respect for 
Low Expectancy Students 
2.b.iii Student pride in 
work 
3.1 The teacher engages 
and maintains students 
in active learning 
 
  1.3. Celebrating Success 
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2.c Managing Classroom 
Procedures: 
i Instructional groups 
5.1 The teacher arranges 
the classroom to 
maximize learning while 
providing a safe 
environment 
4.F. Teachers help 
students work in teams 
and develop leadership 
qualities 
1.7. Organizing Students 
to Interact with New 
Knowledge 
1.21. Organizing Students 
for Cognitively Complex 
Tasks 
2.c.ii Transitions 2.2 The teacher plans 
time realistically for 
pacing, content mastery, 
and transitions 
  1.28. Maintaining a Lively 
Pace 
2.c.iii Materials and 
supplies 
3.5 The teacher uses a 
variety of effective 
instructional strategies 
and resources 
4.C. Teachers use a 
variety of instructional 
materials 
  
2.c.iv Non instructional 
duties 
      
2.c.v Supervision of 
volunteers and 
paraprofessionals 
6.1 The teacher 
collaborates and 
communicates effectively 
within the school 
community to promote 
students’ well-being and 
success 
1.A. Teachers lead in 
their classrooms 
1.B. Teachers provide an 
environment in which 
each child has a positive, 
nurturing relationship 
with caring adult 
  
2.d Managing Student 
Behavior 
ii. Expectations 
5.2 The teacher 
establishes clear 
expectations, with 
student input, for 
classroom rules and 
procedures early in the 
school year, and enforces 
them consistently and 
fairly 
  1.4. Establishing 
Classroom Routines 
1.35. Acknowledging 
Adherence to Rules and 
Procedures 
2.d.ii Monitoring 
behavior 
5.2 The teacher 
establishes clear 
expectations, with 
student input, for 
classroom rules and 
procedures early in the 
school year, and enforces 
them consistently and 
fairly 
  1.24. Noticing When 
Students are Not 
Engaged 
1.33. Demonstrating 
“withitness” 
2.d.iii Response to 
misbehavior 
5.2 The teacher 
establishes clear 
expectations, with 
student input, for 
classroom rules and 
procedures early in the 
school year, and enforces 
them consistently and 
fairly 
  1.34. Applying 
Consequences for Lack of 
Adherence to Rules and 
Procedures 
38. Displaying Objectivity 
and Control 
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2.e Organizing Physical 
Space 
ii Safety and accessibility 
5.1 The teacher arranges 
the classroom to 
maximize learning while 
providing a safe 
environment 
  1.5. Organizing the 
Physical Layout of the 
Classroom 
2.d.ii Arrangement of 
furniture and resources 
5.1 The teacher arranges 
the classroom to 
maximize learning while 
providing a safe 
environment 
4.F. Teachers help 
students work in teams 
and develop leadership 
qualities 
1.5. Organizing the 
Physical Layout of the 
Classroom 
3.a Communicating With 
Students: 
i. Expectations for 
learning 
3.7 The teacher 
communicates clearly 
and checks for 
understanding 
4.G. Teachers 
communicate effectively 
  
3.a.ii Directions & 
procedures 
3.5 The teacher uses a 
variety of effective 
instructional strategies 
and resources 
  1.19. Practicing Skills, 
Strategies, and Processes 
3.a.iii. Explanations of 
content 
3.3 The teacher 
differentiates instruction 
to meet the students’ 
needs 
    
3.a.iv. Use of oral and 
written language 
3.7 The teacher 
communicates clearly 
and checks for 
understanding 
  1.37. Using Verbal and 
Nonverbal Behaviors that 
Indicate Affection for 
Students 
3.b Using Questioning 
and Discussion 
Techniques: 
3.7 The teacher 
communicates clearly 
and 
4.E. Teachers help 
students develop 
1.22. Engaging Students 
in Cognitively Complex 
i. Quality of questions checks for understanding critical thinking and 
problem solving skills 
Tasks Involving 
Hypothesis Generation 
and Testing 
1.40. Asking Questions of 
Low Expectancy Students 
41. Probing Incorrect 
Answers with Low 
Expectancy Students 
3.b.ii. Discussion 
techniques 
3.5 The teacher uses a 
variety of effective 
instructional strategies 
and resources 
  1.19. Practicing Skills, 
Strategies, and Processes 
3.b.iii. Student 
participation 
5.8 The teacher 
maximizes instructional 
learning time by working 
with students 
individually as well as in 
small groups or whole 
groups 
4.F. Teachers help 
students work in teams 
and develop leadership 
qualities 
1.31. Providing 
Opportunities for 
Students to Talk about 
Themselves 
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3.c Engaging Students in 
Learning: 
i. Activities and 
assignments 
3.1 The teacher engages 
and maintains students 
in active learning 
4.E. Teachers help 
students develop critical 
thinking and problem 
solving skills 
1.16. Using Homework 
1.32. Presenting Unusual 
or Intriguing Information 
3.c.ii Student groups 5.8 The teacher 
maximizes instructional 
learning time by working 
with students 
individually as well as in 
small groups or whole 
groups 
4.F. Teachers help 
students work in teams 
and develop leadership 
qualities 
1.7. Organizing Students 
to Interact with New 
Knowledge 
3.c.iii Instructional 
materials and resources 
3.5 The teacher uses a 
variety of effective 
instructional strategies 
and resources 
    
3.c.iv Structure and 
pacing 
2.2 The teacher plans 
time realistically for 
pacing, content mastery, 
and transitions 
5.3 The teacher 
maximizes instructional 
time and minimizes 
disruptions 
2.D. Teachers adapt their 
teaching for the benefit 
of students with special 
needs 
1.28. Maintaining a Lively 
Pace 
1.29. Demonstrating 
Intensity and Enthusiasm 
3.d Using Assessment in 
Instruction: 
i. Assessment criteria 
4.1 The teacher uses pre- 
assessment data to 
develop expectations for 
4.H. Teachers use a 
variety of materials to 
assess what each 
  
  students, to differentiate 
instruction, and to 
document learning 
4.3 Uses a variety of 
assessment strategies 
and instruments that are 
valid and appropriate for 
the content and the 
student population 
student learned   
3.d.ii Monitoring of 
student learning 
3.4 The teacher 
reinforces learning goals 
consistently throughout 
the lesson 
4.H. Teachers use a 
variety of materials to 
assess what each student 
learned 
1.2. Tracking Student 
Progress 
3.d.iii Feedback to 
students 
3.4 The teacher 
reinforces learning goals 
consistently throughout 
the lesson 
4.7 The teacher gives 
constructive and 
frequent feedback to 
students on their 
learning 
4.E. Teachers help 
students develop critical 
thinking and problem 
solving skills 
1.3. Celebrating Success 
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3.d. iv Student self- 
assessment and 
monitoring 
4.2 The teacher involves 
students in setting 
learning goals and 
monitoring their own 
progress 
4.H. Teachers use a 
variety of materials to 
assess what each student 
learned 
  
3.e Demonstrating 
Flexibility and 
Responsiveness: 
i. Lesson adjustment 
2.5 The teacher develops 
appropriate long- and 
short-range plans and 
adapts plans when 
needed 
2.D. Teachers adapt their 
teaching for the benefit 
of students with special 
needs 
  
3.e.ii Response to 
students 
2.5 The teacher develops 
appropriate long- and 
short-range plans and 
adapts plans when 
needed 
2.D. Teachers adapt their 
teaching for the benefit 
of students with special 
needs 
1.30. Using Friendly 
Controversy 
3.e.iii. Persistence       
4.a Reflecting on 
Teaching: 
i. Accuracy 
7.2 The teacher 
documents the progress 
of each student 
throughout the year 
5.A. Teachers analyze 
student learning 
3.50. Identifying Areas of 
Pedagogical Strength and 
Weakness 
3.52. Evaluating the 
Effectiveness of Specific 
Pedagogical Strategies 
and Behaviors 
4.a.ii Use in future 
teaching 
2.1 The teacher uses 
student learning data to 
guide planning 
4.1 The teacher uses pre- 
assessment data to 
develop expectations for 
students, to differentiate 
instruction, and to 
document learning 
5.A. Teachers analyze 
student learning 
1.20. Revising Knowledge 
3.51. Evaluating the 
Effectiveness of 
Individual Lessons and 
Units 
4.b Maintaining 
Accurate Records: 
i. Student completion of 
assignments 
7.2 The teacher 
documents the progress 
of each student 
throughout the year 
5.A. Teachers analyze 
student learning 
1.2. Tracking Student 
Progress 
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4.b.ii Student progress in 
learning 
7.2 The teacher 
documents the progress 
of each student 
throughout the year 
7.3 The teacher provides 
evidence that 
achievement goals have 
been met, including the 
state- provided growth 
measure when available 
as well as other multiple 
measures of 
7.4 The teacher uses 
available performance 
outcome data to 
continually document 
and communicate 
student academic 
progress and develop 
interim learning targets 
student growth 
5.A. Teachers analyze 
student learning 
1.13. Reflecting on 
Learning 
4.b.iii Non instructional 
records 
7.3 The teacher provides 
evidence that 
achievement goals have 
been met, including the 
state- provided growth 
measure when available 
as well as other multiple 
measures of student 
growth 
  1.2. Tracking Student 
Progress 
4.c Communicating With 
Families: 
i. About instructional 
program 
6.6 The teacher works in 
a collegial and 
collaborative manner 
with administrators, 
other school personnel, 
and the community 
2.E. Teachers work 
collaboratively with the 
families and significant 
adults in the lives of their 
students 
4.56. Promoting Positive 
Interactions about 
Students and Parents 
4.c.ii About individual 
students 
6.7 The teacher builds 
positive and professional 
relationships with 
parents/guardians 
through frequent and 
effective communication 
concerning students’ 
progress 
2.E. Teachers work 
collaboratively with the 
families and significant 
adults in the lives of their 
students 
4.56. Promoting Positive 
Interactions about 
Students and Parents 
4.c.iii Engagement of 
families in instructional 
program 
6.7 The teacher builds 
positive and professional 
relationships with 
parents/guardians 
through frequent and 
effective communication 
concerning students’ 
progress 
2.E. Teachers work 
collaboratively with the 
families and significant 
adults in the lives of their 
students 
4.56. Promoting Positive 
Interactions about 
Students and Parents 
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4.d Participating in a 
Professional 
Community: 
i. Relationships with 
colleagues 
6.1 The teacher 
collaborates and 
communicates effectively 
within the school 
community to promote 
students’ well-being and 
success 
5.C. Teachers function 
effectively in a complex, 
dynamic environment 
4.55. Promoting Positive 
Interactions with 
Colleagues 
4.57. Seeking Mentorship 
for Areas of Need or 
Interest 
4.d.ii Participation in 
school projects 
6.6 The teacher works in 
a collegial and 
collaborative manner 
with administrators, 
other school personnel, 
and the community 
5.C. Teachers function 
effectively in a complex, 
dynamic environment 
4.60. Participating in 
District and School 
Initiatives 
4.d.iii Involvement in 
culture of professional 
inquiry 
6.4 Teacher sets goals for 
improvement of 
knowledge and skills 
5.B. Teachers link 
professional growth to 
their professional goals 
4.58. Mentoring Other 
Teachers and Sharing 
Ideas and Strategies 
4.d.iv Service to school 6.8 The teacher serves as 
a contributing member 
of the school’s 
professional learning 
community through 
collaboration with 
teaching colleagues 
1.B. Teachers 
demonstrate leadership 
in the school 
4.60. Participating in 
District and School 
Initiatives 
4.e Growing and 
Developing 
Professionally: 
i. Enhancement of 
content 
knowledge/pedagogical 
skill 
6.3 The teacher 
incorporates learning 
from professional growth 
opportunities into 
instructional practice 
5.B. Teachers link 
professional growth to 
their professional goals 
3.53. Developing a 
Written Growth and 
Development Plan 
4.e.ii Receptivity to 
feedback from 
colleagues 
6.3 The teacher 
incorporates learning 
from professional growth 
opportunities into 
instructional practice 
5.C. Teachers function 
effectively in a complex, 
dynamic environment 
3.54. Monitoring 
Progress Relative to the 
Professional Growth and 
Development Plan 
4.e.iii Service to the 
profession 
6.5 The teacher engages 
in activities outside the 
classroom intended for 
school and student 
enhancement 
1.C. Teachers lead the 
teaching profession 
4.58. Mentoring Other 
Teachers and Sharing 
Ideas and Strategies 
4.f Showing 
Professionalism: 
i. Integrity/ethical 
conduct 
6.6 The teacher works in 
a collegial and 
collaborative manner 
with administrators, 
other school personnel, 
and the community 
1.E. Teachers 
demonstrate high ethical 
standards 
4.59. Adhering to District 
and School Rule and 
Procedures 
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4.f.ii Service to students 6.1 The teacher 
collaborates and 
communicates effectively 
within the school 
community to promote 
students’ well-being and 
success 
1.D. Teachers advocate 
for schools and students 
  
4.f.iii Advocacy 6.1 The teacher 
collaborates and 
communicates effectively 
within the school 
community to promote 
students’ well-being and 
success 
1.D. Teachers advocate 
for schools and students 
4.58. Mentoring Other 
Teachers and Sharing 
Ideas and Strategies 
4.f.iv Decision-making   1.B. Teachers 
demonstrate leadership 
in the school 
  
4.f.v Compliance with 
school/district regulation 
6.2 The teacher adheres 
to federal and state laws, 
school policies and 
ethical guidelines 
1.E. Teachers 
demonstrate high ethical 
standards 
4.59. Adhering to District 
and School Rule and 
Procedures 
 
Note. Adapted from http://www.rowan.edu/colleges/education/ofe/documents/DanielsonCrosswalk.pdf 
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Appendix B: Letter to School Superintendent 
 
Dear Dr. _______________, 
 
As a doctoral candidate at the School of Education of Drexel University, I am writing to request 
your approval to conduct a research study at our high school between November 2016 and April 
2017. Your permission to complete this study is required by the Drexel University Institutional 
Review Board. 
 
My research study is entitled “A Mixed Methods Approach: Reaching a Common Understanding 
of the Rating of Teacher Effectiveness and its Perceived Impact on Student Learning Among 
New Jersey High School Teachers and Administrators Using the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness 
Performance Evaluation System”. 
  
As you are aware, the current challenge facing school administrators in our district and likely 
throughout the state of New Jersey is how to best apply rubrics designed to evaluate the 
effectiveness of classroom teachers. Some evidence suggests that a shared common 
understanding of effective classroom instruction remains limited among educators and is often 
based upon inaccurate assumptions. Research has repeatedly demonstrated that all other things 
being equal, students educated by less effective teachers show appreciably smaller learning 
gains.   
 
My study seeks to address three questions:  
 
1. Is there a significant difference between the ratings assigned by the teachers as compared 
to those assigned by the district administrators in the New Jersey high school district 
under each of the six Stronge performance standards as described in scenarios and as 
depicted in a classroom observational recording?  
2. Is there a significant difference between the rating scores of the six performance 
standards of teacher practice and the rating score for student growth among the New 
Jersey high school teachers in the district? 
3. What are the perceptions of teachers and administrators as to the behaviors and practices 
of highly effective classroom teachers within the New Jersey high school district? 
 
To address the second question, I will be performing statistical analysis of information available 
to all administrators at the high school gathered from the OASYS database. Any individual 
teacher identifying information will be stripped from the data. 
 
To address the first question, during the first phase of this study, all teachers and administrators 
at the high school will be invited to complete an online survey. After carefully reading a set of 12 
brief scenarios describing the practices and behaviors of teachers, participants will be asked to 
rate their effectiveness in each case against the six Stronge performance standards. After viewing 
a 6 minute recording of a classroom English teacher, respondents will be asked to rate her 
effectiveness against the same set of performance standards.  
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The final demographics section of the survey asks participants to provide their total years of full-
time teaching or administrative experience and years they have served as a full-time teachers or 
administrator at the high school, their employment status (tenured or non-tenured), and whether 
they received training prior to their use of the Stronge TEPES system. Individuals will also be 
asked to rate the training if any, they received on the Stronge TEPES system using a Likert scale. 
Teachers will be asked to provide their summative Composite Score rating classification (Highly 
Effective, Effective, Partially Effective, or Ineffective) from your 2015-16 evaluation cycle. 
 
The estimated time to complete the survey is approximately 20 minutes. To ensure the 
confidentiality and anonymity of participants no electronic tracking information or individual 
identifying data will be collected in this survey. The raw data from the survey will be digitally 
stored for three years on a secure hard drive following completion of this research study. 
Respondents will have the option of clicking on a link at the end of the survey to participate in a 
random drawing for a $50 Amazon gift card. 
 
To address the third question, for the second phase of the study, all administrators and two 
teachers from each department will be asked to participate in a 30-minute interview. Teachers 
will be selected based on whether their demographic profile matches the characteristics of those 
individuals who completed the earlier survey. Participants will be asked to respond to a core 
group of six questions. Participants will receive a $20 Amazon gift card following the end of the 
interview as a token of appreciation for your time. The interview will be digitally recorded and 
later professionally transcribed for coding purposes. The transcription service signs a non-
disclosure agreement to protect the confidentiality of the participants.    
 
To ensure the confidentiality and anonymity of participants, their names will not be referenced 
during the interview and will be replaced by pseudonyms in the final report. As the sole 
researcher only I will have access to the data after transcription. The recordings and transcripts 
will be digitally stored for three years on a secured hard drive.  
 
If you have questions or concerns, you may contact me and/or my supervising professor, Dr. 
Mary Jo Grdina, Ph.D., Associate Clinical Professor, Department Head for Teaching, Learning, 
and Curriculum at Drexel University by phone (215.895.2594) or email mfg29@drexel.edu. You 
may also contact the Drexel Institutional Review Board (IRB) by phone at 215.762.3944 or 
email HRPP@drexel.edu. 
 
Although minimal, there may be a slight risk for emotional or psychological discomfort for those 
participants in the interview. I will make every effort to minimize any anxiety by providing an 
opportunity for interview participants to review and make corrections to their transcript. All 
participants in the survey and interviews will be assured that they can withdraw from the study at 
any time with no recourse and will that information gathered from the study will not be used in 
any way that could adversely impact their employment at the school. 
 
 
Thank you again for your support of my research study. 
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Appendix C: Teacher Effectiveness Perception Survey 
 
Teacher Effectiveness Perception Survey (TEPS) 
 
 
Introduction 
The purpose of this survey is to determine your perception of the behaviors and practices 
that distinguish teachers rated as highly effective versus effective using the Stronge Teacher 
Performance Effectiveness System. Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary, 
and you are free not to answer any question. However, you are encouraged to answer all of 
the questions as your responses are very important in this research study of teacher 
effectiveness.  
 
To ensure your confidentiality and anonymity no electronic tracking information or individual 
identifying data are being collected in this survey. You will have the option of clicking on the 
link at the end of this survey which will redirect you to a site where you many enter your 
email address to participate in a random drawing for a $50 Amazon gift card. Thank you for 
your participation.   
 
Estimated time for completion of this survey is approximately 20 minutes. 
 
Section One – Scenarios 
Directions: 
Please carefully read each of the following scenarios. After reading each scenario, refer to the 
associated rubric to rate the teacher based on your understanding of the specific 
performance standard. Although the Stronge evaluation model calls for a summative rating of 
teacher effectiveness based upon a “preponderance of evidence” from multiple sources, you 
are asked to rate the teacher using only the information presented in each scenario. 
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Performance Standard 1: Professional Knowledge 
Highly Effective 
In addition to meeting 
the requirements for 
Effective... 
Effective 
Effective is the expected 
level of performance. 
 
Partially Effective 
 
Ineffective 
The teacher continually 
enriches the curriculum 
and serves as a role 
model in his/her 
knowledge of the subject 
matter and the proper 
pedagogy for the content 
and developmental needs 
of students. 
The teacher 
demonstrates an 
understanding of the 
curriculum, subject 
content, and the 
developmental needs 
of students by 
providing relevant 
learning experiences. 
The teacher is 
inconsistent in 
demonstrating an 
understanding of the 
curriculum, content, and 
student development or 
lacks fluidity in using the 
knowledge in practice. 
The teacher 
demonstrates an 
inadequate 
understanding of the 
curriculum, content, or 
student development, 
or fails to use the 
knowledge in practice. 
 
Scenario 1 
Ms. Petrelli is enrolled in a master’s program leading to certification as a special education 
teacher. Using the knowledge and skills she gained from the introductory courses, Ms. Petrelli 
has been integrating several differentiated teaching strategies to address the wide range of 
reading ability levels among her freshmen English students. She is collecting data from course 
assessments to evaluate which approach yields the best gains in student learning and plans to 
share the results with her colleagues in the future. Ms. Petrelli regularly meets with her 
colleagues to discuss gaps in the scope and sequence of the district’s English curriculum.  
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Ms. Petrelli in 
Performance Standard 1: Professional Knowledge? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
Scenario 2 
As the Family and Consumer Science teacher, Mr. Winston finds that the current course 
textbooks are outdated with few real-world practical examples meaningful to students. Using 
his contacts as FBLA moderator, Mr. Winston arranges for his students to shadow employees at 
several local businesses. The students are required to keep a journal recording their 
experiences reflecting upon the lessons learned in the course. Mr. Winston coordinates an 
after-school presentation by the students to their parents, business leaders, and other 
stakeholders at the end of the course as a graded capstone project. 
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Mr. Winston in 
Performance Standard 1: Professional Knowledge? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
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Performance Standard 2: Instructional Planning 
Highly Effective 
In addition to meeting 
the requirements for 
Effective... 
Effective 
Effective is the expected 
level of performance. 
 
Partially Effective 
 
Ineffective 
The teacher actively seeks 
and uses alternative data 
and resources and serves 
as a role model in his/her 
ability to design relevant 
lessons that challenge and 
motivate all students. 
The teacher plans using 
the state’s standards, the 
school’s curriculum, data, 
and engaging and 
appropriate strategies 
and resources to meet 
the needs of all students. 
The teacher is 
inconsistent in his/her use 
of the state standards, 
school’s curriculum, data, 
or strategies and 
resources to meet the 
needs of all students. 
The teacher fails to plan, 
or plans without 
adequately using the state 
standards, school’s 
curriculum, data, or 
strategies and resources 
to meet the needs of all 
students. 
 
Scenario 3 
Upon reviewing assessment scores, Ms. Brantmeyer finds that her world language students 
vary widely in their ability to conjugate verbs. When planning her upcoming lessons, she 
searches online for any new instructional strategies and seeks the advice of her colleagues. Ms. 
Brantmeyer plans to introduce the future tense with the addition of a leveled learning activity 
and a mini-checkpoint quiz to provide feedback to both her and the students. She prepares 
enrichment worksheets to keep students occupied who finish the planned activity quickly so 
she can work one-on-one with individuals needing further assistance.   
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Ms. Brantmeyer 
in Performance Standard 2: Instructional Planning? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
Scenario 4 
In preparing a lesson for his Social Studies course, Mr. Hammed is aware that many students 
have misperceptions concerning world cultures, ethnicities, and religions. He will offer students 
the opportunity to speak to the class about their ancestry, traditions, and beliefs. Mr. Hammed 
plans to begin the lesson by discussing his own background before introducing each of the 
student speakers. Following each presentation, students will be encouraged to ask questions of 
their classmates. Mr. Hammed plans to continue with direct instruction following the course 
textbook with students taking notes followed by a brief closing discussion on the topic. 
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Mr. Hammed in 
Performance Standard 2: Instructional Planning? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
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Performance Standard 3: Instructional Delivery 
Highly Effective 
In addition to meeting 
the requirements for 
Effective... 
Effective 
Effective is the expected 
level of performance. 
 
Partially Effective 
 
Ineffective 
The teacher fluidly 
modifies strategies, 
materials, and groupings 
to optimize students’ 
opportunities to learn 
and serves as a role 
model on how to keep all 
students challenged in 
focused work in which 
they are active problem-
solvers and learners. 
The teacher uses a 
variety of research- 
based instructional 
strategies relevant to the 
content area to engage 
students in active 
learning, to promote key 
skills, and to meet 
individual learning 
needs. 
The teacher is 
inconsistent in his/her 
use of relevant 
instructional strategies or 
in engaging students in 
active learning, 
promoting key skills, or 
meeting individual 
learning needs. 
The teacher fails to use 
relevant instructional 
strategies or is 
inadequate in engaging 
students in active 
learning, promoting key 
skills, or meeting 
individual learning needs 
of all students. 
 
Scenario 5 
Ms. Washington assigns each student a section of the textbook chapter concerning healthy 
lifestyles to teach other members of their team. Students are overheard discussing the content 
and drawing conclusions about the benefits of healthy eating and regular exercise. After a 
period, Ms. Washington ends the jigsaw activity and instructs the students to copy the list of 
key points on the topic from the prepared slide displayed on the board before continuing with 
her planned lecture on aerobic exercising. The lesson ends with students completing a three-
question ticket-out-the-door before leaving the classroom.   
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Ms. Washington 
in Performance Standard 3: Instructional Delivery? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
Scenario 6 
To introduce a Social Studies lesson on the American civil war, Mr. Lim shows a news clip on the 
current unrest in Somalia. Mr. Lim explains that the story should be viewed under their ongoing 
study of the meaning of conflict. The students complete a graphic organizer as part of a small 
group brainstorming activity comparing their knowledge of the US civil war with their 
understanding of the events in Somalia. Mr. Lim distributes laptops to the class after some 
students ask to conduct a web search. With twenty minutes remaining in the period, Mr. Lim 
asks a spokesperson from each group to briefly share their team’s conclusions. 
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Mr. Lim in 
Performance Standard 3: Instructional Delivery? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective  
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Performance Standard 4: Assessment of/for Learning 
Highly Effective 
In addition to meeting 
the requirements for 
Effective... 
Effective 
Effective is the expected 
level of performance. 
 
Partially Effective 
 
Ineffective 
The teacher collaborates 
with colleagues to use 
assessment data, re- 
examines and fine-tunes 
teaching based on these 
data, teaches students 
how to monitor their own 
progress, and serves as a 
role model in using 
assessment to impact 
student learning. 
The teacher 
systematically gathers, 
analyzes, and uses 
relevant data to 
measure student 
progress, guide 
instructional content 
and delivery methods, 
and provide timely 
feedback to students, 
parents, and 
stakeholders. 
The teacher uses a limited 
selection of assessment 
strategies or is 
inconsistent in linking 
assessment to intended 
learning outcomes, using 
assessment data to 
plan/modify instruction, 
or in providing timely 
feedback. 
The teacher uses an 
inadequate variety of 
assessment sources, 
assesses infrequently, 
does not use baseline or 
feedback data to make 
instructional decisions, or 
fails to provide student 
feedback in a timely 
manner. 
 
Scenario 7 
With her students consistently achieving below average standardized test scores, Ms. Fairchild 
redesigns her mathematics unit assessments to match the format and rigor of these tests. The 
students receive added credit to rate each test question as to its level of difficulty. Ms. Fairchild 
continues to include open-ended questions where students show the steps of their calculations. 
Based on the student ratings and test scores, Ms. Fairchild introduces new test-taking strategies 
as part of instruction and modifies the wording of in-class example problems. 
 
Based on the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Mr. Fairchild in 
Performance Standard 4: Assessment of/for Learning? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
Scenario 8 
Before starting the planned lesson, Mr. Newsome has his students complete a brief web-based 
quiz concerning environmental hazards. Based upon the results immediately generated by the 
website, Mr. Newsome selectively groups students into groups pairing high and low-scoring 
students. He reverses his usual role assignments with the low-scoring individuals assigned as 
primary investigators with their high-scoring partners serving as data recorders for the lab 
activity. At the end of the lesson, Mr. Newsome administers the same quiz and finds that the 
low-scoring student scores have improved significantly. 
 
Based on the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Ms. Newsome in 
Performance Standard 4: Assessment of/for Learning? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
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Performance Standard 5: Learning Environment 
Highly Effective 
In addition to meeting 
the requirements for 
Effective... 
Effective 
Effective is the expected 
level of performance. 
 
Partially Effective 
 
Ineffective 
The teacher serves as a 
role model in creating a 
dynamic learning 
environment where 
students monitor their 
own behavior and 
develop a sense of 
responsibility. 
The teacher uses 
resources, routines, and 
procedures to provide a 
respectful, positive, 
safe, student- centered 
environment that is 
conducive to learning. 
The teacher is 
inconsistent in using 
resources, routines, and 
procedures or in 
providing a respectful, 
positive, safe, student- 
centered environment. 
The teacher is 
inadequate in 
addressing student 
behavior issues, displays 
a detrimental attitude, 
ignores safety 
standards, or fails to 
otherwise provide an 
environment that is 
conducive to learning. 
 
Scenario 9 
On the first day of the school year, Ms. Johnson involves the students in designing the 
classroom rules and procedures. She occasionally modifies the rules to accommodate the needs 
of individual students. Throughout the course, the students generally remain on task without 
direct supervision by Ms. Johnson when assigned group activities. The layout of the classroom 
and organization of supplies facilitates a safe and orderly workspace for students. Despite some 
infrequent rule-breaking among students, Ms. Johnson has immediately addressed the matters 
without the need for interventions by counselors or school administrators.   
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Ms. Johnson in 
Performance Standard 5: Learning Environment? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
Scenario 10 
While special education science teacher Mr. Helgado is recording attendance, the students 
place their completed homework assignments in the “in” bin and take copies of activity 
worksheets from the “out” bin. Upon returning to their desks, the students write their answers 
to the warm-up question in their notebooks. After explaining the discovery activity, Mr. 
Helgado starts the classroom countdown timer and the student's group into their usual teams. 
After redirecting the attention of one group off-task, Mr. Helgado focuses upon the remaining 
teams checking their progress and offering help. 
 
Based upon the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Mr. Helgado in 
Performance Standard 5: Learning Environment? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
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Performance Standard 6: Professionalism 
Highly Effective 
In addition to meeting 
the requirements for 
Effective... 
Effective 
Effective is the expected 
level of performance. 
 
Partially Effective 
 
Ineffective 
The teacher serves as a 
role model in professional 
behavior, uses optimal 
means of 
communication, and 
initiates activities that 
contribute to the 
development of 
colleagues and the 
enrichment of the wider 
school community. 
The teacher maintains a 
commitment to 
professional ethics, 
collaborates and 
communicates 
appropriately, and takes 
responsibility for personal 
professional growth that 
results in the 
enhancement of student 
learning. 
The teacher is 
inconsistent in displaying 
professional judgment, 
collaborating or 
communicating with 
relevant stakeholders, 
participating in 
professional growth 
opportunities, or applying 
learning from growth 
opportunities in the 
classroom. 
The teacher fails to adhere 
to legal, ethical, or 
professional standards, 
demonstrates a reluctance 
or disregard toward school 
policy, or infrequently 
takes advantage of 
professional growth 
opportunities. 
 
Scenario 11 
To further promote the school’s music program and to highlight the achievements of the band 
and marching units, English teacher, Ms. Rosenblatt creates an online newsletter and blog for 
parents and students. She encourages students to submit articles and photographs plus audio 
recordings of original musical compositions. Ms. Rosenblatt works with the band director to 
contact local businesses to place paid advertisements on the news site to help lower the cost of 
the annual competition for students in financial need. 
 
Based on the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Ms. Rosenblatt in 
Performance Standard 6: Professionalism? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
Scenario 12 
Mr. Simmons has been attending professional development training during the school year 
concerning best practices when analyzing student assessment data to inform instruction. His 
obligations moderating several school co-curriculars and other commitments prevent him from 
contributing to the school-wide committee on data-driven decision making. Although he has 
not implemented any of strategies with his courses, Mr. Simmons makes a brief presentation 
on what he has learned from the training to his colleagues at a department meeting.   
 
Based on the information presented in the scenario, how would you rate Mr. Simmons in 
Performance Standard 6: Professionalism? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
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Section Two – Classroom Observation 
Directions: 
Please view the 6-minute recording of segments of a teacher’s classroom observation. Rate 
each performance standard based upon the behaviors and practices exhibited by the teacher.  
 
It is understood that without the benefit of a “preponderance of evidence” from multiple 
sources, you may make inferences or assumptions beyond the content presented directly in 
the recording when determining your rating of the teacher’s effectiveness for a given 
standard. 
 
 
   [https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RY3t2sijb4M] 
 
1. How would you rate the teacher in Performance Standard 1: Professional Knowledge? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
2. How would you rate the teacher in Performance Standard 2: Instructional Planning? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
3. How would you rate the teacher in Performance Standard 3: Instructional Delivery? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
4. How would you rate the teacher in Performance Standard 4: Assessment of/for Learning? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
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5. How would you rate the teacher in Performance Standard 5: Learning Environment? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
6. How would you rate the teacher in Performance Standard 6: Professionalism? 
A. Highly Effective 
B. Effective 
C. Neither Highly Effective or Effective 
 
Section Three - Demographic Information 
Directions:  
Read each question carefully before providing your response. You may skip any or all of these 
questions. 
 
1. How many total years of full-time teaching have you completed in your entire professional 
career as of the start of the most current school year? 
 
 
2. How many total years of full-time teaching have you completed in this district as of the 
start of the most current school year? 
 
 
3. How many years have you served as a full-time administrator responsible for evaluating 
teachers in this district as of the start of the most current school year? Enter “0” if you are a 
teacher. 
 
 
4. What is your current employment status with the district? 
a. Tenured Teacher 
b. Non-Tenured Teacher 
c. Tenured Administrator 
d. Non-Tenured Administrator 
 
5. Did you receive training prior to your use of the Stronge TEPES system? 
a. Yes, by a consultant from Stronge Associates 
b. Yes, by a member of our district staff (turn- key training) 
c. No, training was not provided by the district 
  
6. How would you rate the training, if any, you received on the Stronge TEPES system prior to 
your use of the evaluation model as a teacher or administrator? 
a. Very satisfied 
b. Satisfied 
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c. Neither satisfied or dissatisfied 
d. Dissatisfied 
e. Very dissatisfied 
f. No training was provided 
 
7. What was your summative teacher effectiveness rating at the end of the previous school 
year? Administrators should skip this question. 
a. Highly Effective 
b. Effective 
c. Partially Effective 
d. Ineffective 
e. I was not rated in the district during the SY2015-16 
 
8. What is your department affiliation? 
a. Administration 
b. English & World Language 
c. Family & Consumer Science and Fine & Performing Arts 
d. Mathematics 
e. Physical Education/Health & NJROTC 
f. Science & Technology and Business 
g. Social Studies 
h. Special Education 
 
9. What is your gender? 
a. Female 
b. Male 
 
10. What is your ethnic origin or race? 
a. White 
b. Hispanic or Latino 
c. Black 
d. Native American 
e. Asian/Pacific Islander 
f. Other 
 
Thank you for completing this survey. 
 
Upon submitting this survey, you have the option of clicking on a link re-directing you to 
another site where you may enter your email address to participate in a random drawing for 
a $50 Amazon gift card. Your chances of winning depend upon the number of individuals in 
your district who complete and submit this survey before the deadline. To maintain your 
confidentiality your email address is not associated in any way with this survey. 
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Appendix D: Interview Protocol  
1. What practices or characteristics in your opinion would distinguish highly effective 
teachers in terms of their professional knowledge? 
2. What would you say differentiates highly effective teachers in their instructional 
planning? 
3. What practices or characteristics in your experience distinguish highly effectives in their 
delivery of classroom instruction? 
4. What would you say separates a highly effective teacher from an effective one with 
respect to student assessment? 
5. What practices or characteristics in your opinion distinguish a highly effective teacher 
with regard to classroom learning environment? 
6. What in your opinion would distinguish a highly effective versus an effective teacher 
with respect to professionalism? 
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Appendix E: Consent Form 
 
Drexel University  
Consent to Take Part In a Research Study 
1. Title of research study: A MIXED METHODS APPROACH: REACHING A COMMON 
UNDERSTANDING OF THE RATING OF TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS AND ITS 
PERCEIVED IMPACT ON STUDENT LEARNING AMONG NEW JERSEY HIGH 
SCHOOL TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS USING THE STRONGE TEACHER 
EFFECTIVENESS PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM 
2. Researcher: Ronald J. Maniglia 
3. Why you are being invited to take part in a research study 
We invite you to take part in a research study because you serve as an administrator who 
evaluates teachers using the Stronge TEPES system OR you are a full-time teacher who is 
evaluated using the Stronge TEPES system. 
4. What you should know about a research study 
• Someone will explain this research study to you. 
• Whether or not you take part is up to you. 
• You can choose not to take part. 
• You can agree to take part now and change your mind later. 
• If you decide to not be a part of this research no one will hold it against you. 
• Feel free to ask all the questions you want before you decide. 
5. Who can you talk to about this research study? 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, please contact 
me via email at rm953@drexel.edu. You may also contact my supervising professor, Dr. Mary 
Jo Grdina, Ph.D., Associate Clinical Professor, Department Head for Teaching, Learning, and 
Curriculum at Drexel University by phone (215.895.2594) or email mfg29@drexel.edu. This 
research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board (IRB). An IRB 
reviews research projects so that steps are taken to protect the rights and welfare of humans 
subjects taking part in the research.  You may talk to them at (215) 762-3944 or email 
HRPP@drexel.edu for any of the following: 
• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 
• You cannot reach the research team. 
• You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
• You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 
• You want to get information or provide input about this research. 
6. Why is this research being done? 
The purpose of this study is to explore the extent to which teachers and administrators agree 
upon which behaviors and qualities warrant rating a high school teacher as highly effective under 
each of the six performance standards of the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance 
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Evaluation System (TEPES). The study will also explore whether a significant relationship exists 
between the ratings assigned by administrators in each of the six standards of teacher practice 
and the composite rating of student academic growth assigned by teachers derived from scores 
from teacher-made pre- and post- subject area tests.   
7. How long will the research last? 
We expect that you will be in this research study during a two-week window available for 
participants to complete the online survey and for one hour for individuals selected for a follow-
up interview. 
8. How many people will be studied? 
We expect about 135 people here will be in this research study.   
9. What happens if I say yes, I want to be in this research? 
Survey 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey. After 
carefully reading a set of 12 brief scenarios describing the practices and behaviors of teachers, 
you will be asked to rate their effectiveness in each case against the six Stronge Teacher 
Effectiveness Performance Evaluation Standards (TEPES). After viewing a 6 minute recording 
of a classroom English teacher, you will be asked to rate her effectiveness against the same set of 
performance standards.  
If an administrator, the final demographics section of the survey asks you to provide your total 
years of full-time teaching experience and years you have served as a full-time administrator, 
your employment status (tenured or non-tenured), your gender, your racial/ethnic identity, and 
whether you received training prior to your use of the Stronge TEPES system. You will also be 
asked to rate the training if any; you received on the Stronge TEPES system using a Likert scale. 
If a teacher, the final demographics section of the survey asks you to provide your total years of full-time 
teaching experience and years you have served as a full-time teacher with the district, your employment 
status (tenured or non-tenured), your academic department affiliation, your gender, your racial/ethnic 
identity, and whether you received training prior to your use of the Stronge TEPES system. You will also 
be asked to rate the training if any, you received on the Stronge TEPES system using a Likert scale. You 
will also be asked to provide your summative Composite Score rating classification (Highly Effective, 
Effective, Partially Effective, or Ineffective) from your 2015-16 evaluation cycle. 
 
The estimated time to complete this survey is approximately 20 minutes. Your participation in 
this survey is completely voluntary, and you are free not to answer any question. However, you 
are encouraged to answer all of the questions as your responses are very important in this 
research study.  
To ensure your confidentiality and anonymity no electronic tracking information or individual 
identifying data are being collected in this survey. The raw data from the survey will be digitally 
stored for three years on a secure hard drive following completion of this research study. Only 
the researcher will have access to this data. 
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Interview 
If you are invited to participate in a 30 minute interview at a mutually convenient time and place 
following the survey, you will be asked to respond to a core group of six questions focusing on 
your perceptions of a highly effective teacher under the Stronge Teacher Effectiveness 
Performance Evaluation Standards.  
The interview will be digitally recorded and transcribed for coding purposes. You will be 
provided with a copy of your transcribed interview to review prior to its use in this study. Your 
participation in the interview is completely voluntary, and you are free not to answer any 
question. However, you are encouraged to answer all of the questions as your responses are very 
important in this research study.  
To ensure your confidentiality and anonymity, your name will not be referenced during the 
interview and will be replaced by a pseudonym in the final report. Only the researcher will have 
access to the data after transcription. The recordings and transcripts will be digitally stored for 
three years on a secured hard drive.  
10. What are my responsibilities if I take part in this research? 
If you take part in this research, it is very important that you: 
• Follow the investigator’s or researcher’s instructions. 
• Respond honestly to the survey questions to the best of your ability. 
• Respond honestly and openly in the interview process if selected as a participant.  
11. What happens if I do not want to be in this research? 
You may decide not to take part in the research, and it will not be held against you. 
12. What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later? 
If you agree to take part in the research now, you can stop at any time it will not be held against 
you. If you decide to leave the research, contact the researcher so that the researcher can remove 
your data from the data collection and analysis. 
13. Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? 
There are no known risks or costs associated with you for participating in this study 
14. Do I have to pay for anything while I am in this study? 
There is no cost to you for participating in this study.  
 
15. Will being in this study help me in any way? 
We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from your taking part in this research. The 
results of this study may be of some benefit to our district and/or others interested in the 
perceptions of teachers and administrators as to the behaviors and practices of highly effective 
classroom teachers 
16. What happens to the information we collect? 
Efforts will be made to limit access to your personal information including research study 
records, treatment or therapy records to people who have a need to review this information. We 
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cannot promise complete secrecy. Organizations that may inspect and copy your information 
include the IRB and other representatives of this organization. We may publish the results of this 
research. However, we will keep your name and other identifying information confidential. 
 
17. Can I be removed from the research without my OK? 
No, you cannot be removed from the research without your approval. You may elect to withdraw 
from the research at any time. Your data will not be included in the research if you withdraw. 
18. What else do I need to know? 
• This research study is being conducted by Drexel University.  
• You will be informed of the results of the research.  
• If you participate in the survey, you will have the option of clicking on the link at the end 
of the survey which will redirect you to a site where you many enter your email address 
to participate in a random drawing for a $50 Amazon gift card. 
• If you participate in the interview, you will receive a $20 Amazon gift card following the 
end of the interview as a token of appreciation for your time. 
 
Signature Block for Capable Adult 
Your signature documents your permission to take part in this research. 
DO NOT SIGN THIS FORM AFTER THIS 
DATE   
 
   
Signature of subject  Date 
  
Printed name of subject 
   
Signature of person obtaining consent  Date 
   
Printed name of person obtaining consent  Form Date 
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Appendix F: Classroom Observation Video Transcript 
 
 The teacher, attired in a red dress with a multicolor scarf around her neck, stands 
in the front of the classroom. A slide is displayed on the Smart board welcoming students 
back after a “wonderful weekend” followed by a list of three tasks for the students to 
prepare for the lesson. The students are seated at desks in five straight rows with six desks 
in each row facing the front of the classroom. A door for entry and exit from the hallway is 
located at the rear left side classroom wall. 
 
 The lesson objectives and essential questions are written on the right side of the 
white board. Balloons are secured on the top edge of the bulletin board covered with photos 
of the students and a poster about a Pulitzer Prize winning author. On the right side of the 
whiteboard is a listing of the lesson agenda next to a bulletin board bordered on the top by 
balloons displaying a “word” sentence. A television broadcasting school announcements 
are on a cart positioned to the front right side of the classroom. A “word wall” with key 
terms written on cards is below the whiteboard.  
 
 Three baskets of classroom supplies are on top of a bookshelf beneath a set of 
windows on the right side exterior wall. The three shelves are neatly arranged with books. 
A whiteboard on the left side of the classroom is bordered on both sides by bulletin boards 
including student photos, sample classwork, and a calendar of events. Three egg cart 
baskets are placed on top of a table against the wall beneath the whiteboard. Affixed to the 
rear wall of the classroom are two student progress bar graph charts.  A table with five 
desktop Windows-based computers is located against the rear wall below the progress 
charts. 
 
TEACHER (speaking in a loud, expressive voice): Okay, I have very exciting news for you all. I 
want you to turn around and look at our tracking in the back. Where are we? 
 
 Students turn to towards the rear classroom wall and begin commenting on the 
progress charts. 
 
TEACHER: Very exciting news… I could not be more proud of you all than I was this weekend. 
I’m not even kidding you. I almost cried seeing how far some people have come with some 
really hard work. So, I’m very proud of you. Snaps, snaps for yourself.  
 
 Students snap their fingers. The teacher is holding the students’ graded essay sheets 
in a stack in her hands in front of her chest. 
 
TEACHER: You’re going to get your essays back. I need you to open up [and] flip to your 
tracking in the front of your notebooks.  
 
 [The video is edited while a student distributes color markers to classmates]. 
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TEACHER: Once you look at your essays, I want you to look at the comments. I spent a lot of 
time giving you comments. Hold onto your essay again. We’re going to use it for your writers’ 
conference…  
 
 [The video is edited while the teacher distributes the essays to the students]. 
 
TEACHER: Raise your hand if you are really proud of yourself. (pause) I am really proud. 
 
 Several students raise their hands. Others are talking with classmates seated 
nearby. 
 
 [The video is edited returning to a point several minutes later where students are 
seen coloring a bar graph using the markers of their progress on a chart handout]. 
 
 The teacher is moving about the front of the classroom stepping forward towards 
the students to check their progress on completing the task. 
 
TEACHER: Open up to your pre-write, please. Once you’re done tracking your essay, open up to 
your pre-write to show me you’re ready. (pause) Raise your hand if you want to share with us 
today.  
 
 The teacher is standing next to the tabletop projector facing the Smart board in 
front of the classroom, The teacher calls upon students by name raising their hands. 
 
TEACHER: Edward, Valencia, Dmitri, Alanna, Kiara, and Darius. (pause) Beautiful, you can 
put a check in your behavior box at the beginning of the week, and we will start with Edward.  
 
 An African-American male student, Edward, reads his essay aloud from his 
notebook. His classmates are quiet and attentive. 
 
STUDENT (EDWARD): My basketball game was on Friday, I was mad. Friday my best friend 
and I got into a big argument. We didn’t talk all weekend. But let’s get into this weekend. Friday 
I had a rugby game. Even though we lost, I had a lot of fun. We did a whole lot of good things. 
Saturday I had to take my little cousin to the hair salon at seven o’clock in the morning. Then I 
came to Saturday school. It was kind of fun. We did just enough work to keep me up and 
occupied. 
 
 The students snap their fingers. The teacher is standing in the rear of the classroom. 
 
TEACHER: And next, Alanna. 
 
 A white female student, Alana reads aloud from her notebook. Her classmates are 
quiet and attentive.  
 
STUDENT (ALANNA): I guess, I’m sort of proud of myself for this essay. This pen writes pretty 
—. 
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 [The video is edited to a point in time where Edward is standing in the front of the 
classroom near the Smart board. He directs a question to his classmates]. 
 
STUDENT (EDWARD): Does the whole essay focus on the same thing?  
 
 The students respond to Edward in the affirmative Edward asks two follow-up 
questions. Several of his classmates volunteer responses. Edward writes their answers on 
the blank lines on the worksheet displayed on the Smart board. The teacher standing off to 
the left side of the classroom calls out to the students]. 
 
TEACHER: Talk to me, though. Where is the main sentence that we look for structure? What is 
that sentence called? 
 
 The students incorrectly respond to the teacher’s question. 
 
TEACHER: Mm-mm. 
 
STUDENT: Oh, thesis. 
 
TEACHER: Thesis. Did he have a thesis? 
 
 Several students respond in the affirmative. 
 
TEACHER: Did he follow his thesis?  
 
 Several students respond in the affirmative. 
 
 [The video is edited to a point in time where Edward is standing in front of the 
Smart board continuing to ask his classmates questions] 
 
STUDENT (EDWARD): Were there details?  
 
 The students respond affirmatively. The teacher standing off to the left side of the 
classroom calls out to a student. 
 
TEACHER: Give us some of those details. (pause) Jordan?   
 
STUDENT (JORDAN): He was talking about The King, and he was Nina for the movie Walkout, 
he was—was that his dad in the first one? 
 
TEACHER: Mmhmm. 
 
STUDENT: Trevor Smiley  
 
TEACHER: Kiara, tell me what was the best part of the example with his dad in the beginning? 
When did it come alive for you? 
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STUDENT (KIARA): When he said, he showed—that he showed that he was dedicated—he 
wanted to show that he was dedicated to something else than winning. 
 
TEACHER: Right, when he used the dialogue, that made it come really alive, that made it great. 
Very good. 
 
STUDENT (EDWARD to his classmates): So, support equals _____? 
 
TEACHER (to EDWRAD): Say it loud. 
 
STUDENT: Support equals _____? 
 
STUDENTS: Examples.  
 
STUDENT (EDWARD to his classmates): Turns out that he – he showed, like, support equals 
examples? 
 
STUDENTS: Yeah. 
 
 [The video is edited to a point in time where Edward continues to ask his classmates 
questions to complete the blanks on the worksheet displayed on the Smart board].  
 
 Edward calls upon specific students by name who responds to his questions often 
with other students adding their comments. 
 
TEACHER (following up to a student’s response to a question by Edward): Very good. He was 
qualifying and having good fluency, but he wasn’t using his commas as he should have.  
 
 [The video is edited to a point in time where the teacher is standing in front of the 
Smart board with a self-evaluation sheet displayed where students are to write the areas of 
strengths and those in need of improvement about their writing fluency]. 
 
TEACHER: And I want you to look through the comments I gave you. You’ll see here that we 
have areas of strength. At this point, every single one of you is doing great things in your essays. 
Then, we also have areas of improvement. Even KJ with a level four has things he could do 
better. All writers can be better writers. Is Miss White a good writer? Yes. Can I be a better 
writer? Yes, always. It’s just like being an athlete. You can be the best athlete in the world [but] 
can you always be a better athlete? Always. Okay.  
 
TEACHER (pointing at the form displayed on the Smart board): Grammar issues, you’re going 
to identify those too. And then you’re going to prioritize for your next essay the next two top 
things you’re going to focus on in writing assessment number six that we are having this Friday, 
so you are not wasting your time. Are you all with me? (pause) Okay, take six minutes until 
eight-o-one to do this. Once you’re done looking at your essay, I want you to pass it to … 
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 [The video is edited to a point in time where the students are working independently 
at their desks on the assigned task. Music is playing in the background as the students 
complete the self-evaluation form. The teacher assists three students separately at their 
desks as she walks about the classroom]. 
 
TEACHER (standing next to a student’s desk): So very proud of you.  
 
TEACHER (turning to the students): But I’m saying, next steps. We’re looking at our next steps.  
What are you going to prioritize for your next essay? (pause) Darius? 
 
 [The video is edited to a point in time where the students are seated at their desks in 
small groups of 3-4 individuals facing each other and reading their essays aloud to their 
classmates].  
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Appendix G: Stronge TEPES+ Performance Standards 
 
Performance Standard 1: Professional Knowledge 
The teacher demonstrates an understanding of the curriculum, subject content, and the 
developmental needs of students by providing relevant learning experiences. 
 
Sample Performance Indicators (Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.) 
 
The teacher: 
1.1. Addresses relevant curriculum standards. 
1.2. Integrates key content elements and facilitates students’ use of higher-level thinking 
skills in instruction. 
1.3. Demonstrates an ability to link present content with past and future learning experiences, 
other subject areas, and real-world experiences and applications. 
1.4. Demonstrates an accurate, current, and deep knowledge of the subject matter and a 
working knowledge of relevant technology. 
1.5. Exhibits pedagogical skills relevant to the subject area(s) taught and best practices based 
on current research. 
1.6. Bases instruction on goals that reflect high expectations for all students commensurate 
with their developmental levels. 
1.7. Demonstrates an understanding of the intellectual, social, emotional, and physical 
development of the age group. 
1.8. Demonstrates an understanding of appropriate accommodations for diverse learners 
(e.g., English learners, gifted learners, students with special needs, etc.). 
1.9. Uses precise language, correct vocabulary and grammar, and acceptable forms of 
communication as it relates to a specific discipline and/or grade level. 
 
Performance Standard 2: Instructional Planning 
The teacher plans using the state’s standards, the school’s curriculum, data, and engaging 
and appropriate strategies and resources to meet the needs of all students. 
 
Sample Performance Indicators (Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.) 
 
The teacher: 
2.1. Analyzes and uses multiple sources of student learning data to guide planning. 
2.2. Plans accordingly for pacing, sequencing, content mastery, transitions, and application 
of knowledge. 
2.3. Consistently plans for differentiated instruction. 
2.4. Aligns lesson objectives to the school’s curriculum and student learning needs. 
2.5. Develops appropriate course, unit, and daily plans, and adapts plans when needed. 
2.6. Plans and works collaboratively with others to enhance teaching and learning. 
 
Performance Standard 3: Instructional Delivery 
The teacher uses a variety of research-based instructional strategies relevant to the content 
area to engage students in active learning, to promote key skills, and to meet individual 
learning needs. 
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Sample Performance Indicators (Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.) 
The teacher: 
 
3.1. Builds upon students’ existing knowledge and skills. 
3.2. Differentiates the instructional content, process, product, and learning environment to 
meet individual developmental needs. 
3.3. Motivates students for learning, reinforces learning goals consistently throughout the 
lesson, and provides appropriate closure. 
3.4. Develops higher-order thinking through questioning and problem-solving activities. 
3.5. Uses a variety of relevant instructional strategies and resources. 
3.6. Provides remediation, enrichment, and acceleration to further student understanding of 
material and learning. 
3.7. Uses appropriate instructional technology to enhance student learning. 
3.8. Communicates clearly, checks for understanding using multiple levels of questioning, 
and adjusts instruction accordingly. 
 
Performance Standard 4:  Assessment of/for Learning 
The teacher systematically gathers, analyzes, and uses relevant data to measure student 
progress, guide instructional content and delivery methods, and provide timely feedback to 
students, parents, and stakeholders. 
 
Sample Performance Indicators (Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.) 
The teacher: 
4.1. Uses pre-assessment data to develop expectations for students, to differentiate 
instruction, and to document learning. 
4.2. Involves students in setting learning goals and monitoring their own progress. 
4.3. Uses a variety of formal and informal assessment strategies and instruments that are 
valid and appropriate for the content and for the student population. 
4.4. Uses high quality questioning to gauge student understanding. 
4.5. Uses assessment tools for both formative and summative purposes to inform, guide, and 
adjust students’ learning. 
4.6. Collaborates with others to develop common assessments, when appropriate. 
4.7. Aligns student assessment with approved curriculum standards and benchmarks. 
4.8. Collects and maintains a record of sufficient assessment data to support accurate 
reporting of student progress. 
4.9. Communicates constructive and frequent feedback on student learning to students, 
parents, and other stakeholders (e.g. other teachers, administration, community 
members, as appropriate). 
 
Performance Standard 5: Learning Environment 
The teacher uses resources, routines, and procedures to provide a respectful, positive, safe, 
student-centered environment that is conducive to learning. 
 
Sample Performance Indicators (Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.) 
The teacher: 
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5.1. Arranges the classroom to maximize learning while providing a safe environment. 
5.2. Establishes clear expectations, with student input, for classroom rules and procedures 
early in the school year, and enforces them consistently and fairly. 
5.3. Maximizes instructional time and minimizes disruptions. 
5.4. Establishes a climate of trust and teamwork by being fair, caring, respectful, and 
enthusiastic. 
5.5. Encourages student engagement, inquiry, and intellectual risk-taking. 
5.6. Promotes respectful interactions and an understanding of students’ diversity, including 
language, culture, race, gender, and special needs. 
5.7. Actively listens and makes accommodations for all student needs, both intellectually and 
affectively. 
5.8. Promotes an environment that is academically appropriate, stimulating, and challenging. 
 
Performance Standard 6: Professionalism 
The teacher maintains a commitment to professional ethics, collaborates and 
communicates appropriately, and takes responsibility for personal professional growth that 
results in the enhancement of student learning. 
 
Sample Performance Indicators (Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.) 
The teacher: 
6.1.Adheres to federal and state laws, school policies, ethical guidelines, and procedural 
requirements. 
6.2.Maintains positive professional behavior (e.g., appearance, demeanor, punctuality, and 
attendance). 
6.3.Incorporates learning from professional growth opportunities into instructional practice 
and reflects upon the effectiveness of implemented strategies. 
6.4.Identifies and evaluates personal strengths and weaknesses, and sets goals for 
improvement of personal knowledge and skills. 
6.5.Engages in activities outside the classroom intended for school and student enhancement. 
6.6.Works in a collegial and collaborative manner with administrators, other school 
personnel, and the community to promote students’ well-being and success. 
6.7.Builds positive and professional relationships with parents through frequent and 
appropriate communication concerning students’ progress. 
6.8.Serves as a contributing member of the school’s professional learning community 
through collaboration with teaching colleagues. 
6.9.Uses precise language, correct vocabulary and grammar, and acceptable forms of oral and 
written communication. 
 
